University of Memphis

University of Memphis Digital Commons
Electronic Theses and Dissertations
11-16-2017

Content and Language Integrated Learning. A Case Study of
Teacher Instructional Practices in Cantabria, Spain
Patricia Barcena Toyos

Follow this and additional works at: https://digitalcommons.memphis.edu/etd

Recommended Citation
Barcena Toyos, Patricia, "Content and Language Integrated Learning. A Case Study of Teacher
Instructional Practices in Cantabria, Spain" (2017). Electronic Theses and Dissertations. 1741.
https://digitalcommons.memphis.edu/etd/1741

This Dissertation is brought to you for free and open access by University of Memphis Digital Commons. It has
been accepted for inclusion in Electronic Theses and Dissertations by an authorized administrator of University of
Memphis Digital Commons. For more information, please contact khggerty@memphis.edu.

CONTENT AND LANGUAGE INTEGRATED LEARNING. A CASE STUDY OF
TEACHER INSTRUCTIONAL PRACTICES
IN CANTABRIA, SPAIN
by
Patricia Bárcena Toyos

A Dissertation
Submitted in Partial Fulfillment of the
Requirements for the Degree of
Doctor of Philosophy

Major: English

The University Of Memphis
December 2017

!

Dedication
To my parents, José Manuel and Carmen, for their guidance, their tireless efforts
and constant encouragement to pursue my dreams in life. To my husband, Juan Fran, for his
unconditional support and motivation every day, for his appreciated feedback and his
inspiring love for education. And to Sofía, my daughter, who inspires me every day to work
for education.

!

i!

Acknowledgements
I would like to first thank, especially, my committee chair and academic advisor, Dr.
Teresa Dalle, for her guidance, her appreciated comments and her inestimable time, even through
the most difficult times. Her dedication is absolutely inspiring. I am highly grateful to Dr.
Gabriela Kleckova, a member of my committee, for her insightful suggestions, her enthusiasm
and constant support, and for her valuable feedback. I am also grateful to Dr. Emily Thrush and
Dr. Jeffrey Scraba for agreeing to serve in my committee, for their time and effort, and for their
important remarks in this study. I extend my thanks to Dr. Evelyn Fogle for her time serving in
my committee and her comments on this study. I would also like to thank all my professors at the
University of Memphis for their enlightening teaching, and particularly thank Dr. Ronal Fuentes
without whose encouragement and motivation I would not have considered a career in Applied
Linguistics.
I express my sincere gratitude to the Department of Intensive English for Internationals
from the University of Memphis for their financial support and, particularly, to Lisa Goins and
Daniel Harper for the opportunity to teach there as a graduate assistant.
I am deeply grateful to the teachers who agreed to participate in this study, and to Ms.
Alicia Liaño, former advisor in the regional ministry of education of Cantabria, for her previous
time and assistance to reach out to all schools in Cantabria and to share the relevant legislation
with me.
I want to express my eternal gratitude to my parents, to my husband and to my sister. A
big part of this dissertation would have not been possible without your support, encouragement,
time and help. I am forever grateful. My deepest appreciation goes to Sofia, my daughter, who
had to forfeit her time with me while I was working on this dissertation.

!

ii!

Finally, I thank all my family and friends for their understanding, and for their words of
comfort and encouragement.

!

iii!

Abstract
This multi-case study investigates CLIL’s implementation in bilingual elementary
schools in the region of Cantabria (Spain) by examining teacher’s instructional practices when
teaching content in a foreign language (English). The study examines whether teacher’s
instructional practices reflect the dual focus on content and language of the approach, and how
teachers address language issues and integrate content and language in their CLIL lessons.
Additionally, the study attempts to learn whether CLIL teachers’ training in this approach
impacts their instructional practices.
Data for this study were collected from four participants using in-classroom observations,
semi-structured interviews, and classroom documents (the course syllabus) and then analyzed
qualitatively. The four participants had received some training in CLIL and had, at least, the
required B2 proficiency level in English. Data from observations were gathered using the
Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol (SIOP) as an observation tool. Participant teachers
were interviewed before observations about their demographics, training background and
teaching experience, and after observations on their instructional practices. The questions for the
second interview were based on the CLIL teacher competences defined by Marsh et al. (2010).
Data were qualitatively analyzed case-by-case and triangulated based on the information
obtained from the three sources of data (interviews, observations, and analysis of syllabuses),
according to three themes (dual focus on content and language; learning resources and
environments; and methodology, assessment and collaboration).
Findings showed that the instructional practices of the observed teachers did not
recognize the dual focus of CLIL on language and content, and instead showed a preference for
content. Integration of content, language and learning strategies was not observed, either.
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Language teaching was overlooked and only two teachers provided opportunities for interaction
between learners. Findings showed that teachers did not consider any content-specific language
for their lessons other than vocabulary, and that they lack language awareness. Findings showed
that training, to some extent, had an impact on the teacher’s practices, but some core practical
applications of CLIL were not observed in the teacher with the most training in CLIL.
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Chapter 1
Introduction
Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL) is an educational approach to
language teaching and learning, which emerged in Europe in 1994 (Mehisto, Marsh, & Frigols
Martín, 2008) and that has become the predominant approach to bilingual education across most
European countries, and even outside Europe’s borders. However, its fast expansion and
recognition with policy makers and within educational systems did not go hand-in-hand with the
adaptation of teacher’s skills and relevant teacher preparation programs to this new model of
education. In fact, in countries like Spain, where the number of CLIL schools has considerably
grown in the last decade, teacher initial education in universities has undergone minor changes.
This study aims at studying the practical application of the CLIL approach in the classrooms and
analyze whether the CLIL teachers’ instructional practices are a reflection of this approach’s
dual focus on content and language.
Definition of terms
!
This section presents the definition of some terms that are used in this dissertation, in
order to assure consistency and understanding of these terms and avoid any misconceptions.
Autonomous Community: Spain is divided into 17 Autonomous Communities and 2
Autonomous Cities. These communities have their own organic laws that regulate their
competences in several official aspects, such as education, health, taxes, etc. Some of the
Spanish Autonomous Communities have official languages that coexist with Spanish, which is
the case of the Basque Country, Catalonia, Galicia, Valencia, Balearic Islands and Navarre.
Education system in Spain: Compulsory education in Spain starts in the first year of
elementary school (6 years old). Previous to this stage, children can attend pre-school for 3 to 4
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years, depending on the autonomous community. For instance, in Cantabria, pre-school
education starts at 2 years old. Children attend elementary school for 6 years, before moving on
to secondary school. Secondary education in Spain is divided in two different periods. The first
four years are compulsory for all students. After that, those students willing to go to university or
higher vocational studies must study for two additional years (a baccalaureate). After
compulsory education, students also have the possibility of attending vocational studies.
CEFR: The term CEFR stands for Common European Framework of Reference for
language learning, teaching and assessment, and it is widely accepted across Europe. It divides
language competence into six levels of language proficiency, based on the acquisition of
communicative, linguistic, sociolinguistic and pragmatic competences. The levels are grouped
into basic user (levels A1 and A2), independent user (levels B1 and B2), and proficient user
(levels C1 and C2).
CLIL: CLIL stands for Content and Language Integrated Learning. The term has been
defined as “a dual-focused educational approach in which an additional language is used for the
learning and teaching of both content and language” (Coyle, Hood, & Marsh, 2010, p.1).
Bilingual education, bilingual programs or bilingual schools: In this study, these terms
refer to the education programs that have been implemented in Spain with a focus on contentbased instruction, in order to improve foreign language education. In these programs, a foreign
language is used to teach subject content (e.g. Science), generally adopting the CLIL approach.
Furthermore, the number of hours of foreign language instruction is also increased in bilingual
programs.
L2 or FL: In this study, the terms L2 and FL are used equally to refer to a foreign
language.
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L1: The term L1 refers to first language or mother tongue, which in the context of this
study is Spanish, for the majority of students.
SIOP: The term is the acronym for Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol®.
Echevarria and Short (2000, p. 2) define SIOP as an “approach for teaching content to English
language learners in strategic ways that make the subject matter concepts comprehensible while
promoting the students’ English language development.” The SIOP serves as a model to help
content teachers plan and assess their lessons accordingly to L2 learners’ needs to acquire levelappropriate content in the target language. The SIOP protocol is also an observation tool of the
instructional practices of content teachers. The characteristics and components of this approach
are further explained in chapters 2 and 3 in this study.
Background of the study
Bilingual education is nothing new to our times, and it already existed well before the
21st century (Mehisto et al., 2008; Coyle et al., 2010), when it underwent an enhancement due to
the appearance of bilingual programs in Canada in the 1960s. Years later, Europe was looking
for effective models of bilingual education that would embrace the cultural, social and political
richness of the European Union (EU). Globalization and the rapid expansion of the EU with the
integration of more countries created a need for more effective language learning education
programs (Mehisto et al., 2008; Coyle et al., 2010). Initially, Canadian and US immersion
programs were taken as a model, but it was soon understood that these programs would not be
effective in Europe’s diverse idiosyncrasy (Coyle, 2007a). It is in this context that Content and
Language Integrated Learning (CLIL) is born in the 1990s as a “dual-focus form of instruction
where attention is given both to the language and the content” (Coyle et al., 2010, p. 3). Since
then, the Council of Europe (CE) launched several initiatives to fund programs in support of

!

3!

!
CLIL, with the aim of improving FL education and communication in a second language (Coyle
et al., 2010; Cenoz, Genesee, & Gorter, 2013).
Foreign language education and communicative competence in a foreign language,
particularly in English, has always been an issue in Spain. According to the Eurobarometer
survey of 2005, 64% of the Spanish respondents admitted not being proficient in a foreign
language (Fernández Fontecha, 2009, p. 3). Moreover, the Estudio Europeo de Competencia
Lingüística – EECL [European Study of Linguistic Competence] of 2012, developed by the
Spanish Ministry of Education, evaluated the level of competence of European students in two
foreign languages by the end of secondary education. In Spain, results revealed that 52% of
participants showed a basic competence (35% had an A1 level and 17% an A2 level, according
to the CEFR) in their first FL, English, while 22% of participants scored below the A1 level of
competence (Eurydice Spain 2012/2013).
These results are even more meaningful, considering that foreign language instruction has
been part of the Spanish education curriculum for years, starting as early as the first year of
elementary education in recent years. In fact, Article 19 in LOGSE 1990 [an organic law
regulating the education system in Spain] already listed to understand and speak a foreign
language appropriately as one of the objectives of secondary education (BOE-A, 1990, p.
24172). As an innovation, the FL was first introduced in the third year of elementary education
and teachers had to have a degree in elementary education with a specialization in FL teaching.
In 2006, a new organic law of education, LOE, replaced the previous law of 1990 (Eurydice
Spain 2012/2013). This law included measures to address the deficiency in FL education
(Organic Law 2/2006 of Education, of 3 May). The LOE of 2006 recommended introducing a
first FL in pre-school (always English) and increased the number of teaching hours in elementary
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education. Some measures were also taken to promote FL teachers’ training aimed at improving
their communicative competence in the FL and their teaching skills with new approaches to
teaching FL. In 2013, the LOMCE [Organic law for the improvement of the quality of education]
added some modifications and made reference to a plurilingual education, advising the
introduction of a second FL in the third year of secondary education.
In the last decade, the efforts of the Spanish central government and the regional
departments of education have focused on improving the quality of FL education to address the
Council of Europe’s aim at promoting plurilingualism and improving the quality of teaching and
learning of languages across the European Union:
[T]he Council emphasizes the need to take steps to encourage diversification in the
languages taught in the Member States, giving pupils during their school careers and
students in higher education the opportunity to become competent in several languages of
the European Union. (Council Resolution of 31 March 1995, p. 1)
Following the same direction as many other countries in Europe, Spain committed to improving
FL teaching and learning. The LOE of 2006 considered, for the first time, the introduction of
bilingual programs in Spain. The law gave the regional departments of Education in each
autonomous community in the national territory the possibility of teaching part of the curriculum
in a foreign language (Eurydice Spain 2012/2013). The characteristics and requirements of these
bilingual programs differed in the autonomous communities, but all of them regulate, at least,
one of the following: number of hours taught in the FL, and the content subjects to be taught in
FL. According to the Eurydice Spain report (2012), 15% of elementary students in Spain were in
a bilingual program in the school year 2012/2013.
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Cantabria, where the present study takes place, is an autonomous community in the North
of Spain, with a population of over 500,000 people (INE, 2014) [National Statistics Institute]. In
2006, Cantabria also developed a program to assist the teaching and learning of foreign
languages (BOE of 14 February, 2007) [Official State Gazette]. One of the changes that this
resolution introduced was to promote training programs that would improve the teachers’
proficiency and communicative competence in the foreign language. The resolution also
regulated the possibility of introducing a second FL in elementary, and fostered the
implementation of bilingual programs in schools in Cantabria, stating that “in the bilingual
programs, CLIL will be developed according to the conditions determined by the educational
administration” (BOC-Number 195, p. 12180) [Official Gazette of Cantabria]. Since then, the
department of education in Cantabria has committed to increasing the number of schools with
bilingual programs, as a means to improving FL education in the region. In 2013, there were 27
schools with a bilingual program in elementary education in Cantabria (Barbero, 2014, p. 57),
and in only three years that number has noticeably increased to 47 bilingual schools in the
academic year 2016-2017.
In 2013, Cantabria established the requirements for schools to introduce a bilingual
program. First, like in most autonomous communities, teachers teaching content in a FL must
prove a level of competence in the FL of B2 (according to the CEFR) accredited by a limited
number of official language examinations, approved by the regional department of education.
Second, schools must present a linguistic innovation project. Finally, the project must be
previously approved by the school council and the teaching staff (Order ECD/123/2013, 18 of
November, 2013). The Order also identified the pedagogical principles under which bilingual
programs will be developed. Together with the use of information and communication
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technologies (ICT) and communicative approaches to language teaching, the Order encouraged
the use of the methodological principles of CLIL (BOC-232, 2013, p. 39203); however,
Cantabria does not include any training requirements in CLIL for teachers.
Statement of the problem
Bilingual education with a focus on CLIL has been experiencing an exponential growth
in Spain in the last decades—going from 42 elementary schools with a CLIL program in 1996
across the country to 828 in 2009 (Aparicio García, 2009)—as a solution to the problems of
ineffective foreign language education. For example, in the Spanish Autonomous Community of
Cantabria legislation regarding bilingual education states that all schools delivering bilingual
programs must include in their curricula the Content and Language Integrated Learning
approach. CLIL’s focus on both language and content calls for new training models for content
teachers. CLIL teachers must be able to teach both content and language, not just teach content
in an additional language. However, teacher initial education programs in Spain have not
evolved to meet these needs, yet (Pérez-Cañado, 2016).
In fact, one of the main problems that countries in Europe—including Spain—are facing
today when implementing CLIL programs is they have teachers who have various levels of
language competence and no or little training in the CLIL approach (de Graaff, Koopman,
Anikina, & Westhoff, 2007). A Report by the Eurydice in 2006 already identified “a big shortage
of teachers with the qualifications needed to teach in schools making use of CLIL methodology”
(Eurydice, 2006, p. 52). When this is the case, the additional language becomes the language of
instruction in content classes, leaving the integration of content and language aside.

!

7!

!
It is important to recall that quality of instruction is closely linked to teacher training
(Esteve, 2009). In the case of CLIL, “If…teachers are not trained to integrate language and
subject learning rigorously, then potential pedagogical value may be lost” (Coyle, 2008, p. 107).
Effective implementation of educational programs only happens when teachers are
trained and prepared for instruction in such context. Closer examination can identify the actual
needs of teachers regarding CLIL delivery. The purpose of this study is to determine how
successful CLIL’s implementation is in bilingual elementary schools in Cantabria (Spain) by
examining CLIL teachers’ instructional practices. Additionally, the study attempts to learn
whether CLIL teachers’ training in this approach impact their instructional practices. For that,
this dissertation aims to answer the following central question:
•! What instructional practices do teachers use in their CLIL classes? Do these
practices recognize the dual focus of CLIL on language and content?
The study will also answer the following sub-questions:
•! How are language and content integrated in the classroom? How do teachers
address language issues in content classes?
•! How does the teacher’s previous training impact his/her instructional practices in
CLIL?
Research design
The study involved four participants. Participants were selected from a group of CLIL
teachers who were teaching in elementary bilingual schools in the region of Cantabria at the time
of the study. The selection of the participants was based on the following. On the one hand, all
participants had to be teaching a content subject in English in a bilingual elementary school in
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Cantabria. On the other hand, all participants should have had previous training in CLIL. Active
CLIL teachers in Cantabria were sent an email asking for their participation in this study.
Data collection methods
Data was collected and analyzed using the following instruments and methodology:
Classroom observations. The aim of these observations was to identify the instructional
practices of CLIL teachers, which were examined using the SIOP protocol as an observation
tool. Each participant teacher was observed in the course of one content unit in the areas of
Natural Science and Social Science.
Data obtained from these observations were analyzed using a qualitative approach.
Observations were evaluated using the SIOP protocol. Chapter 2 provides a comparison of CLIL
and SIOP frameworks as a rationale for using a tool from a US-based approach to teaching a
second language.
The SIOP protocol (see Appendix A) comprises 30 items grouped into eight categories:
lesson preparation, building background, comprehensible input, strategies, interaction, practice
and application, lesson delivery, and review/assessment. Each of the 30 items is scored in a 5point scale (from 0 to 4), and a ‘Not Applicable” (N/A) category that can be used in items that
are not (and are not expected to be) present in a lesson. There is also a ‘comments’ section under
each item, where observers can give more evidence information for each item (Echevarria, Vogt,
& Short, 2013).
This study used the SIOP protocol as an observation tool for analyzing CLIL
instructional practices and assessing the integration of content and language in the classroom.
The SIOP protocol fulfills the need for empirical classroom-based research in CLIL teaching
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practices and can be a solution to the scarce number of observation tools available for teacher
evaluation in the CLIL context.
Interviews. The aim of the interviews with the participant teachers was to gain an insight
on their CLIL teaching and training background, as well as on their knowledge and opinions
about the CLIL approach and the skills that CLIL teachers should have. There were two different
interviews. The first interview (Interview 1) took place before starting classroom observations,
with the aim of learning about the teachers’ demographics, and their academic and professional
background. The second set of interviews (Interview 2) was completed after the observations of
each participant were finalized, to inquire about teachers’ instructional practices. In order to
obtain the most information out of the interviews, they were conducted in Spanish –the teachers’
and researcher’s mother tongue. Appendix B shows a translation of the initial questions for both
Interview 1 and Interview 2. However, being semi-structured interviews, the questions were
based on topics and were modified or added depending on the course of the interview. Moreover,
the interviews were piloted with three different non-participant CLIL teachers.
Questions in the second set of interviews were based on the European Framework for
CLIL Teacher Education (Marsh, Mehisto, Wolff, & Frigols-Martín, 2010). This document was
sponsored by the European Centre for Modern Languages (ECML) with the aim “to provide a set
of principles and ideas for designing CLIL professional development curricula” (Marsh et al.,
2010, p.3). However, the framework also provides a series of skills that should be acquired by
teachers in CLIL training courses. The researchers outlined eight target professional
competences that served as the topics of Interview 2 (see Appendix B). These areas of
competence are the following: personal reflection, CLIL fundamentals, content and language
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awareness, methodology and assessment, research and evaluation, learning resources and
environments, classroom management, and CLIL management.
The analysis of the interviewees’ responses was triangulated with results from their
observations, as well as with the competences outlined on the Framework for CLIL Teacher
Education in Europe (Marsh et al., 2010).
Analysis of classroom documents. The last instrument for data collection was the
analysis of the syllabus of the course that each of the participants was teaching, as it varied from
one school to another. As described by the Regional Ministry of Education (BOC, 2007, p.7402)
the syllabus of the subjects taught in every grade in elementary schools must include the areas of
knowledge, and the competences and objectives to be achieved in each of them. The syllabus
sets the organization and distribution of contents and assessment criteria, as well as the teaching
approaches and methodologies consistent with the acquisition and development of the basic
competences to be achieved by students. The teacher must also include the materials and
resources, as well as the evaluation instruments that they will use to assess the students’ learning
process.
The analysis of the syllabus provided information about the teaching methodologies and
resources, and it was, again, triangulated with results from observations and the teacher’s
answers to the interviews. The syllabus, theoretical in its nature, can complement the hands-on
data obtained from observations.
This research follows the parameters of multiple case study research, a qualitative
approach to data analysis. According to Yin (1984, p.23), a case study investigates a
contemporary phenomenon within its real-life context using multiple sources of information. In
this dissertation, the four cases (i.e. the four participating CLIL teachers) were studied within
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their context (the CLIL classroom), taking into account different sources of information, such as
in-classroom observations, interviews, and classroom documents.
Significance of the study
This study is framed under the scholar articles of CLIL and content-based instruction, and
teacher training. However, it intends to fill the gap existing in empirical research in CLIL
teaching practices. Classroom-based studies on how teachers carry on their classes in CLIL are
not abundant and they are of crucial importance if we want to learn more about the instructional
practices that take place in the classrooms and link such practices to teachers’ knowledge of
CLIL. That is, after a vast number of research studies on the theoretical bases of CLIL and its
implementation in schools across Europe, research needs to shift its direction towards more
empirical, hands-on data that will allow us to get an understanding of what is really happening in
schools. Several studies have been devoted to learning about different CLIL stakeholder’s
impressions—mostly from teachers—about this approach and its implementation (OlivaresLeyva and Pena-Diaz, 2011; Méndez, 2012; Pavón, Prieto, & Ávila, 2015; Pavón & Rubio,
2010), but few of them were developed in the classroom. In fact, most of those empirical studies
focused on teachers’ language competence rather than on their instructional practices (CortinaPérez, 2009; Trujillo Sáez & Madrid Fernández, 2001).
Therefore, this research intends to address the need for classroom-based research in CLIL
to tackle teacher training needs and the effectiveness of what has been done until now.
Research in CLIL has traditionally focused on providing the theoretical basis to
successfully implement bilingual programs, as ways of improving language competence.
However, empirical classroom-based studies on CLIL teachers’ instructional practices are not
abundant, but “classroom-based research on how best to integrate language and content is
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necessary if we are to enhance teacher effectiveness in CLIL settings” (Cenoz et al., 2013, p.
259). Scholars (Pérez-Cañado, 2012; Cenoz et al., 2013) have pointed at this shortage of
empirical research and the need for focusing on how integration of content and language is best
achieved in the classroom, taking into account the role that the teacher plays in the attainment of
CLIL’s ultimate goal.
In the case of Spain, bilingual programs have been, and still are, implemented in a fast
and impetuous manner, due to the high demand from parents and governments. Regarding the
Autonomous Region of Cantabria, this means that content teachers with an intermediate level of
English (a B2 according to the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages) can
teach CLIL classes—such as Science, Arts, or Social Studies in English—without any previous
training in this approach. Similarly, foreign language specialists can now teach content classes in
English, again, with no training in CLIL or in the content subject. This can result in an
“[im]balance between content and language teaching and steer the focus toward one or another”
(Fernández & Lahuerta, 2014, p. 23), hence missing CLIL’s principle of the integration of
content and language.
Some Spanish universities offer Master degrees in bilingual education or in CLIL, and
others offer a CLIL course in undergraduate schools (Fernández & Lahuerta, 2014, p. 21).
Furthermore, some institutions and regional departments of education offer short training courses
for in-service teachers; but in Cantabria, for instance, they offer limited places. Nevertheless, the
reality is that “the implementation of this approach is outpacing teacher education provision”
(Pérez-Cañado, 2016, p.2); therefore, research in teacher training needs in CLIL is particularly
necessary (Coyle, 2011). In fact, as Pérez-Cañado puts it, researchers and practitioners must
“reinforce the connection between the academic world and classroom praxis [or we] otherwise
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run the risk of jeopardizing the effectiveness of CLIL or dissipating some of its promise” (2016,
p. 2).
Organization of the study
Chapter 1 has given an introduction to the study and presented the statement of the
problem, the research questions, an overview of the research design, the significance of the
study, and definition of terms. Chapter 2 includes a review of the most relevant literature on
CLIL and CLIL teachers’ practices with an evaluation of the recent research done in these areas.
This chapter also compares the conceptual framework of CLIL to that of Sheltered Instruction,
showing the similarities of these two approaches to content-based instruction. Sheltered
Instruction is the theoretical basis of the SIOP, which was used in this dissertation as an
instrument for observing teachers’ practices in the CLIL classroom. Chapter 3 addresses the
methodology used for data collection and analysis. Findings derived from the analysis of data are
discussed in Chapter 4. Finally, Chapter 5 provides an outline of the study, a discussion of the
findings, and recommendations for further research.
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Chapter 2
Literature Review
Introduction
The chapter that follows presents an analysis of the state of CLIL research related to the
field of teachers’ classroom practices, particularly those that represent the approach’s dual focus
on content and language. Spain currently holds a leading place in CLIL research, mostly due to
its vast expansion and growth in the last decade. However, most of the studies have focused on
the linguistic aspect of the approach, looking into language proficiency as opposed to traditional
foreign language learning methods (Lasagabaster & Ruiz de Zarobe, 2010). The implementation
and outcomes of CLIL programs in certain autonomous communities of Spain have been
analyzed, either because of their linguistic interest as bilingual communities, as is the case with
the Basque Country or Catalonia (Navés & Victori, 2010; Pérez-Vidal & Juan-Garau, 2010; Ruiz
de Zarobe & Lasagabaster, 2010; San Isidro, 2010), or because of their investment in spreading
CLIL across schools, such as in Andalusia or Madrid (Fernández, 2010; Llinares & Dafouz,
2010; Lorenzo, 2010).
Nevertheless, very few studies have been carried out on teachers’ initial education, and
that is something also applicable to all countries in Europe, in general (Morton, 2012). Even
fewer studies on CLIL teacher practices have taken place, despite the recommendations (PérezCañado, 2012; Cenoz et al., 2013, Pérez-Cañado, 2016) for empirical research on teachers’
classroom practices to look into how the integration of content and language is achieved in
practice.
The reality is that, despite the essential role played by language in CLIL settings, content
classes are usually taught by content teachers who have no training background on language
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teaching, and thus little understanding of second language acquisition in the classroom.
According to Coyle et al. (2010, p.3), both general learning theories and second language
acquisition theories should be combined in practice for content and language learning to take
place. Therefore, content teachers not only need to be proficient in the area they are teaching, but
they also need to be proficient in the target language, and they need to have knowledge about
second language acquisition and be able to use that knowledge to scaffold and support learners’
acquisition of both language and content. A more detailed description of the skills for CLIL
teachers is provided later in this chapter.
This chapter presents a synthesis of CLIL research. It examines the studies that have laid
the theoretical basis for CLIL and its historical background to better understand the trajectory of
CLIL research in Europe in general and in Spain in particular, with a special emphasis on
integration. The chapter continues comparing CLIL and Sheltered Instruction (SI) conceptual
frameworks, as a rationale for the use of the SIOP (Echevarria et al., 2013) as an observation tool
in this study. This part of the study also presents an outline of the CLIL teachers’ skills, based on
the analysis of two European studies. Finally, the chapter looks into the scarce number of studies
that have investigated CLIL teachers’ practices and CLIL teachers’ training needs, both in
Europe and in Spain.
History of CLIL
CLIL emerged in the 90s to meet the need for effective models of bilingual education that
would embrace the cultural, social and political richness of the European Union (EU). The
necessity to find a language of communication among the EU member states called for effective
foreign language teaching and learning and this was rapidly supported by the Council of Europe
launching initiatives and investing in improving second language (L2) education (Cenoz et al.,
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2013). Immediately, everyone turned their heads to the Canadian immersion programs that had
been successfully implemented there for decades. This led to immersion programs spreading fast
across Europe; however, the outcomes in language learning were not as expected. The failure of
these immersion programs was attributed to the fact that they had been implemented in a country
very different from Europe’s idiosyncrasy of citizens from different countries, speakers of
different languages and cultural and social backgrounds. CLIL aimed to stand out from
immersion programs, although at its core, it is still a form of content-based instruction (Cenoz et
al., 2013).
The most well-accepted definitions of CLIL, i.e. those by Mehisto et al. (2008) and Coyle
et al. (2010), make reference to the flexibility of CLIL, as regards to the type of programs (going
from summer camps to full-curriculum implementation) and its variations from one country to
another in EU, and even from region to region (Coyle, 2007, 2008; Marsh, 2002). In Spain, there
is a decentralization of power, which means that each of the 17 autonomous communities has the
power to make decisions regarding education, health, and other public matters. As explained in
Chapter 1, in Spain there are almost as many bilingual programs as autonomous communities
(Lasagabaster & Ruiz de Zarobe, 2010). It is this flexibility what makes CLIL hard to define and
difficult for researchers and practitioners to establish a unified CLIL pedagogy and research
agenda. Coyle (2008, p. 101) admitted that “there is a lack of cohesion around CLIL
pedagogies…there is neither one CLIL pedagogy nor one theory of CLIL” (in Cenoz et al.,
2010). This lack of unity inside the field has led to some researchers recently disputing the
distinctiveness of CLIL as a separate approach, arguing that it is, in fact, no different from other
forms of content-based instruction (CBI) and immersion education (Cenoz et al., 2013; Cenoz,
2014). These studies claim that, at its core, CLIL is based on the fundamental principles of
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immersion, another form of content-based instruction. CLIL advocates argue that one of the
main differences between CLIL and immersion programs is that the latter have a clear focus on
language learning in a naturalistic way, while in CLIL the focus is on both content and language
learning. However, this justification fails to acknowledge the fact that CLIL originated as a
response to improve L2 education and to the need of instructing ‘multilingual’ citizens in Europe
(Cenoz et al., 2013; Marsh, 2002).
Another argument that those in favor of CLIL’s singularity defend is that the approach
can only be understood as part of the European context where it belongs, although also affirming
it can be implemented outside European borders, as it in fact is (e.g. in different countries of
South America, Asia, and in Australia). Also, they argue that, unlike any other forms of CBI,
CLIL is the only approach that has at its core the integration of both language and content
equally. Once again, Cenoz et al. (2013, p. 244) made a clear case that “although CLIL’s
origins…make it historically unique, this does not necessarily make it pedagogically unique.”
This quote represents the burden that CLIL’s uniqueness has been to research on the field over
the last decades. The efforts for making CLIL so distinctively unique and different from other
forms of content-based instruction have also made it very difficult to find a common pedagogy
or mirror already-researched best practices in CBI in countries such as US or Canada (Cenoz et
al., 2013).
Fundamental principles of CLIL
The following section is an account of the fundamental principles that lay behind CLIL
and that constitute the conceptual basis of this approach.
The works of Coyle (2008) and Coyle et al. (2010) present a comprehensive analysis of
the theoretical bases of the approach, which is analyzed in this section. As indicated previously,
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CLIL encompasses the learning of content and language, and so it draws on the theories of
learning and language learning –mostly from the field of Second Language Acquisition (SLA).
The field of education has provided, for decades, valuable evidence for all the disciplines
(including language teaching) to make instruction more effective and learning successful. One of
the theories of education central to CLIL is social constructivism, which emphasizes the social
aspect of learning and highlights that learning occurs in interaction. Vygotsky’s work (1978)
acknowledged the individual as an eminently social being, and called attention to the fact that
learning occurs when interacting with others. These interactions are particularly effective in
leading to the acquisition of new constructs when they happen in what Vygotsky called the
‘Zone of Proximal Development’. The term ZPD refers to the area between what the learner
currently knows and what the learner is able to learn with some help from a more experienced
individual, who can guide or ‘scaffold’ (Hammond & Gibbons, 2005) the learner in the process.
The new knowledge should be challenging yet attainable for the learner. It is in the ZPD where
the learner can advance in the learning process and achieve new cognitive constructs. Language,
according to social constructivism, is one of the many tools that an individual owns to regulate
the learning process.
As explained earlier, learning is an active process that occurs when learners are
“cognitively engaged” (Coyle et al., 2010, p. 29). When learners are cognitively engaged, they
are able to process and use information in a significant way. Bloom’s Taxonomy (1956) and
Krathwohl’s later revision of it in 2001 emerged with the aim of assisting educators in engaging
their students cognitively in the classroom. These taxonomies classified the cognitive processes
used in learning into categories on a scale of difficulty, and have been used as guidelines by
teachers to design activities and questions that will cognitively engage students in the classroom.

!

19!

!
In the context of CLIL teaching, this means that “effective content learning has to take account
(…) of the defined knowledge and skills within the curriculum (…) [and] also how to apply these
through creative thinking, problem solving and cognitive challenge” (Coyle et al., 2010, p. 29).
The first part of this section has analyzed the theoretical bases of CLIL regarding the
dimensions of language and cognition. The next part of this section considers the fundamental
principles and theories regarding language teaching and learning in CLIL.
It is agreed on in the education community that learning should be meaningful to the
student and be related to real life as much as possible, something that CLIL aspires to do by
learning new content. Also, as we have already seen, learning is a social process in which
interaction is key to success in the learning process. A language is used as a tool for learning;
therefore, interaction is essential in any learning context, even more so in the L2 classroom.
For the past decades, the communicative approach has been gaining importance in second
and foreign language teaching across the world, as a reaction to previous language teaching
methods that were proven obsolete or ineffective for the needs of learners (Brown, 2014). The
communicative approach focuses on the functions of language that the L2 learner needs to know
in order to communicate and on the grammatical forms to be used to communicate these
functions (Canale & Swain, 1980, p. 2). However, this approach brought up the continuous
argument of focus-on-form versus focus-on-meaning L2 instruction. In the early 1980s, Krashen
advocated that language was acquired from exposure to input. After the learner had received
enough comprehensible input or “language which learners process for meaning” (Ortega, 2009,
p. 59), the individual would be able to produce the right language structures. Krashen’s Input
Hypothesis (1985), states that learners acquire the L2 when they are exposed to language they
can understand, what he called comprehensible input. This input should include i + 1 structures,
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i.e. structures that are one step above the learner’s competence. Grammar and other linguistic
structures are acquired inductively through input (as they do in L1 acquisition) so they are not
taught in the classroom either. Long (1983, 1988, 1996) went further and claimed that such
comprehensible input can only assist L2 acquisition when the learner interacts with other
speakers. In these interactions, speakers use specific devices to modify interaction (Long, 1983)
and make meaning more comprehensible. In other words, there is a negotiation of meaning
(NoM) to facilitate communication. The modifications used in interaction are clarification
requests, confirmation checks, and comprehension checks. The input resulting from NoM is
more effective for L2 acquisition than non-modified or pre-modified input (Pica, Young &
Doughty, 1987; Mackey, 1999). Yet, results of NoM in CLIL have been inconclusive (cf.
Mariotti, 2006).
However, several scholars were critical of the Input Theory (Swain, 1985; Harley, 1998),
considering it to be “non-realistic” for many educational contexts, particularly for those where
English is a foreign language and access to input is limited to school. Based on evidence
collected from immersion programs in Canada, Swain stated her Output Hypothesis in 1985,
arguing that input and NoM in interaction, although necessary, were not enough to ensure
learner’s L2 acquisition, neither did they lead to native-like output. The data she analyzed from
English native speakers in French immersion programs in Canada showed that, despite receiving
large amounts of input in the L2, participants did not have a native-like performance in the
language. Swain claimed that NoM in interaction only addressed semantic meaning, leaving out
attention to grammatical and syntactic structures; something that could be achieved, however,
through output (1985). Output provides opportunities to use the language, improving fluency in
the L2, and implying a bigger cognitive effort from the learner (Izumi, 2002). Output also
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accomplishes a noticing function by drawing the learner’s attention to new language structures—
unlike input which only processes semantic meaning—and favors the testing of hypotheses to try
out those new structures (metacognitive skills). Output provides opportunities for feedback—
confirmation checks, clarification requests, and corrections, and it also serves a meta-linguistic
function. In other words, learners become aware and in control of the language system (Swain,
1995).
What can be concluded from these studies is that using any communicative approach in
the classroom provides learners with opportunities to develop their communicative
competence—as defined by Canale and Swain (1980). Likewise, focus-on-form instruction
complements the communicative language teaching that solely focused on language input
without any attention to form, error correction or explicit instruction of linguistic forms
(Doughty & Williams, 1998; Lightbown & Spada, 1990; Long, 1991). This is also true to CLIL
teaching and so interaction has also been studied, as language learning happens in interaction.
Nevertheless, according to Coyle et al. (2010, p. 33) this interaction gets very often confused
with conversational practice with a focus on form and grammatical progression, but with little
attention to meaning. According to Canale and Swain (1980), there are four skills that shape
communicative competence. Learners need to master the language code (linguistic competence);
to communicate effectively in different sociolinguistic contexts while considering contextual
factors (sociolinguistic competence); to combine forms and meanings to understand and
construct texts in different genres (discourse competence); and, finally, to master verbal and nonverbal communication strategies to compensate for communication breakdowns (strategic
competence). The issue in CLIL settings is that, usually, the focus is on grammar (linguistic
competence), and the other competences are left aside. When this happens, the integration of
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language and content loses its significance and ‘reduces the learning context to teaching in
another language’ (Coyle et al., 2010, p. 33). However, if true integration of content and
language wants to be achieved, then it is paramount to find pedagogies that have integration at its
core. Otherwise, bilingual programs are simply teaching subjects in a foreign language, and that
is not what CLIL is about.
This section of Chapter 2 examined the theories from the fields of education and second
language acquisition on which CLIL principles draw. What can be concluded from this close
analysis is that content learning and language learning are equally important in CLIL, but this is
not an easy task that can be addressed using the same pedagogies that have been used in L1
contexts, neither those that derive from L2 teaching. Instead, content and language specialists
need to work together in designing pedagogies that adapt to the needs of the learners in the rich
yet complex environment that is CLIL. The following section looks into the 4 Cs Framework for
integration (Coyle, 1999) as a pedagogy to integrate language and content in the classroom,
contrasted with the SIOP Model, as a practical pedagogy to apply the integration of language and
content in the CLIL classroom. Despite the fact of being an American-based model for sheltered
instruction (a form of content-based instruction in North America), the SIOP Model offers
practical recommendations for integrating content and language teaching.
Integration in CLIL
!
Marsh, one of the fathers of CLIL, established the distinction in the approach’s flexibility
or, as he calls it, the fact that it is an “umbrella term” comprising more than ten educational
approaches, such as bilingual education, immersion or enriched language programs (Mehisto, et
al., 2008, p.12). Adding on this, other researchers, such as Coyle, determined that what makes
CLIL stand out from other forms of content-based instruction is the integration of what she
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called the ‘4 Cs’. This framework devised by Coyle (2007) considers that it is the synergy of the
four ‘Cs’ what makes a CLIL lesson effective. The 4 Cs make reference to content referring to
the subject studied, communication or language, cognition including the cognitive processes
involved in learning, and culture or “developing intercultural understanding and global
citizenship” (Coyle et al., 2010, p. 41).
However, what has become clear from the vast research done in the field of immersion
programs and other forms of content-based education (Harley, 1993; Kowal & Swain, 1994;
Snow, Met & Genesee, 1989; Swain, 1995) is that exposure to language or input alone is not
enough for successful L2 acquisition, and neither is grammar instruction in content classes;
therefore, language learning is always complemented with formal language instruction.
According to Swain (2001, p.59), “language instruction needs to be systematically integrated
into content instruction” in many different ways, e.g. through collaborative tasks, as long as they
provide opportunities for language output. While input provides semantic and pragmatic
knowledge, output, on the other hand, plays an important role in developing syntax and
morphology in the L2. Snow et al. (1989) add more reasons for the significance of integration of
language and content. First, in any form of immersion programs, such as CLIL, the learners’ L2
development and cognitive development corresponding to age are not paired (as it happens with
the L1), so other teaching methods have frequently separated them. However, in integrated
learning, these areas are brought together, as in L1 acquisition. Second, they posit the importance
of language being best learnt in context for communication purposes (an idea behind the
sociocultural theory of learning), a part of CLIL’s theoretical basis. In academic settings, this
turns into the need for communicating in the academic domain of subject matters, where
language is the means of instruction. The last reason for integrating content and language,
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according to Snow et al. (1989), are the different uses of language and its variations, according
to specific academic genres and registers.
Despite the essential role played by language in CLIL settings, content classes are usually
taught by content teachers who have no training background on language teaching, so they have
little knowledge of L2 acquisition. “This reconfiguration of teacher roles is an initial demand
which CLIL places on the practitioner” (Pérez-Cañado, 2016, p. 2).
One of the main challenges teachers face is dealing with the lack of parity in learners’
cognitive and L2 levels. Language learning follows a progressive pattern that in CLIL contexts is
sometimes difficult to follow, due to the demands of the content subject. Being language and
content goals interrelated, the grammatical progression that usually happens in a language class
does not happen in the CLIL classroom. This does not mean that it is the content teacher’s duty
to teach the language in the content class; instead, the CLIL teacher should be a facilitator of
opportunities for language learning in the content classroom. In order to assist the content
teacher in the task of facilitating language opportunities, Snow et al. (1989) classify language
under content-obligatory, i.e. vocabulary and structures specific to the subject area, and contentcompatible, i.e. the language needed for students to communicate their thoughts and opinions in
the subject area. The researchers stated that, in identifying these two categories of language,
teachers will be able to deliberately arrange the goals for language and content in sequence,
considering the students cognitive, content and language levels. Similarly, Coyle (2000, 2002)
distinguishes three different types of ‘languages’ that content teachers should allow for: language
of learning (language needed for learning new concepts in the content area), language for
learning (language needed to effectively function in a foreign language environment) and
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language through learning (language needed to articulate the learner’s thinking, which leads to
learning processes).
In this same line, studies in Systemic Functional Linguistics (Halliday, 2004; Llinares
and Whittaker, 2006) in the integration of content and language have looked into the specific
language used in the different genres and registers used in academic settings. Llinares (2015, p.
68) points at the need to train CLIL teachers in showing students the language used in each genre
for each academic discipline, and the ways to identifying such language in context.
CLIL and SIOP frameworks compared
!
The previous sections in Chapter 2 have provided a comprehensive review of the
conceptual framework of CLIL and the theoretical implications of integrating content and
language. But, recently, several scholars (Coyle, 2007; Fernández Fontecha, 2009; Lasagabaster,
2008; Lasagabaster & Ruiz de Zarobe, 2010; Pérez Vidal, 2007) have agreed on the fact that
research in CLIL needs to switch its direction towards a more practical application of the
theoretical paradigms already investigated to the classroom. In other words, there is a need to
“examine efficient ways to effectively integrate language and content instruction’ in the
classroom (Cenoz et al., 2013, p. 258). In fact, results from classroom observations as part of the
Content and Language Integrated Project (CLIP) done in the UK in 1999-2000 showed that, for
CLIL to be successfully implemented in the classroom and in schools, it is essential to combine
theory and practice in an effective way, i.e. to develop “a pedagogical framework that allows
successful delivery of lessons in a range of settings” (Wiesemes, 2009, p. 45). However, Coyle
(2007) highlights that CLIL pedagogies in the last two decades have mostly focused on language
teaching, while “subject matter pedagogies and their integration with language pedagogies are
being systematically overlooked” (p. 548) giving particular importance to writing tasks over
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interaction. In this same work, Coyle acknowledges the progress done in this matter in the fields
of English as an Additional Language and Limited English Proficiency (in second language
education in, mainly, North America). This leads us to assert once again that CLIL does not
stand far from content-based instruction, and gives us a rationale for looking into instructional
practices and pedagogies that have been proven to be effective in these contexts for decades now.
Based on this, the section below looks into Sheltered Instruction (SI) and the Sheltered
Instruction Observation Protocol (SIOP), an instructional model that has been used in the United
States (and also in some countries out of North America) for years now, based on empirical
classroom research in bilingual schools. In fact, “the sheltered instruction approach draws from
and complements methods and strategies advocated for both second language and mainstream
classrooms” (Echevarria & Short, 2000, p. 5). SI is also compared to Coyle’s 4Cs Conceptual
Framework, a pedagogy based on CLIL’s principles (Coyle, 2007), as shown in Table 1. Let us
remember that the integration of content and language as well as effective learning theories both
encourage the cognitive engagement of the learner, and CBI programs are strongly rooted in this
premise. Therefore, both frameworks are described and compared as regards to the three main
areas they address: language, content, and cognition (since both approaches address culture very
briefly, this section does not consider it), and Table 1 also includes the definition of each
approach and the role that the language of instruction plays (second language or foreign
language).
Let us now consider SI or specially designed academic instruction in English (SDAIE), as
it is also known in some areas of the United States. According to Echevarria and Short (2000),
the term refers to an “approach for teaching [grade-level] content to English language learners in
strategic ways that make the subject matter concepts comprehensible while promoting the
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students’ English language development” (p.2). From this definition it is drawn that sheltered
instruction and CLIL are very similar approaches. In fact, one of the main interests of sheltered
instruction (as it is in CLIL, too) is the integration of both content and language and the way that
synergy takes place in the classroom. Integration is highlighted in the SIOP in its emphasis on
the interrelation of language and content objectives in every lesson of the content subject. Like
CLIL, the SI approach is strongly rooted in the socio-constructivism theory of learning and the
premise that language learning happens in interaction and through meaningful use (Echevarria &
Short, 2000; Echevarria et al., 2013). In fact, the SIOP emphasizes the importance of having
content and language objectives in every lesson. Sheltered instruction draws on research in the
field of ESL teaching, which has shown that English language learners need both general
English, i.e. grammar and vocabulary, and academic English in order to succeed academically
(Echevarria & Short, 2000, p. 6). Following Cummins’ distinction (2000), content-based
instruction must account for basic interpersonal communication skills (BICS) and cognitive
academic language proficiency (CALP). The term BICS refers to the language that students need
to communicate with others in the school context and to interact in everyday situations. This is
the language that is usually the focus of L2 instruction. However, this language alone is not
enough for nonnative speakers of a language to be successful in the academic context. These
learners also need to acquire the language that allows them to compare, classify, debate or
summarize, for instance, the content of a particular subject area. This language is referred to by
Cummins as CALP. As it happens in L1 acquisition, L2 learners must also acquire these two
types of languages, BICS and CALP, in order to achieve language proficiency. As for CLIL, as
already mentioned above, Coyle (2000, 2002, 2007; Coyle et al., 2010) devised the Language
Triptych, which differentiated between language of learning, language for learning and language
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through learning. Language of learning refers to the content vocabulary and specific language
that learners need to acquire skills related to the subject. Coyle asserted that, unlike traditional
L2 instruction, grammatical progression is not determined by difficulty, but by the demands of
the content (Coyle, 2007, p. 553). Language for learning refers to the metacognitive skills that
learners need to develop to make them active participants of their own learning process. Finally,
language through learning is based on the sociocultural principle that learning occurs when
learners are actively engaged; in this sense, language through learning refers to the language that
learners need to “assist” their thinking process and access higher-order thinking skills (Coyle,
2007, p. 554). Both frameworks also acknowledge the sociocultural perspective on cognitive
engagement and the importance of scaffolding in that process. In fact, research has confirmed
that cognitively demanding tasks trigger language learning, and both SI and CLIL address this
premise at their cores. Both approaches account for the application of a taxonomy, such as
Bloom’s, to design tasks and plan for questions that elicit higher-order thinking. Chapter 3
provides a more thorough description of the SIOP components and features.
The aim of this section was to give an overview of the most outstanding shared
characteristics of both approaches to content teaching. This section supports Cenoz et al.’s
(2013) questioning of the uniqueness of CLIL and brings it closer to other forms of contentbased instruction that have been taking place in other parts of the world for decades. The long
tradition of empirical research in North America and their years of testing the instructional
practices of this approach in their classrooms should be a springboard for CLIL’s empirical
research.
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Table 1
SIOP and CLIL compared
Main
Features
Definition

SIOP

CLIL

- Approach for teaching [gradelevel] content to ELLs in strategic
ways that make the subject matter
concepts comprehensible while
promoting the students’ English
language development
(Echevarria & Short, 2000, p. 2)
- Implemented in bilingual, ESL,
two-way and sheltered instruction
programs in United States

- Dual-focused educational approach
in which an additional language is
used for the learning and teaching of
both content and language (Coyle et
al., 2010, p. 1)
- Implemented mostly in foreign
language contexts to improve
competence in FL (e.g. Spanish CLIL
in UK), but also in second language
contexts (e.g. Basque in Spain or
Gaelic in Ireland)

Language
learning

- Learners must acquire Basic
Interpersonal Communication
Skills (BICS) and Cognitive
Academic Language Proficiency
(CALP)

- Learners must acquire BICS and
CALP.
- Framework for language learning:
Language Triptych (Coyle, 2000)
devises language of, for, and through
learning

Content
learning

- Use of strategies to make input
comprehensible to all learners,
such as scaffolding, use of visuals,
models, hands-on materials.

- Use of strategies to make input
comprehensible to all learners, such as
scaffolding, use of visuals, models,
hands-on materials.

Cognition

- Facilitates the use of learning
strategies, exposure to appropriate
cognitively demanding content
and language, and provides
opportunities for interaction

- Facilitates the use of learning
strategies, exposure to appropriate
cognitively demanding content and
language, and provides opportunities
for interaction

CLIL teacher’s skills
!
So far, this chapter has emphasized the singularities of CLIL teachers and the important
role they play in the successful implementation of bilingual education. The following section
reviews the fundamental skills that CLIL teachers should possess. As described above, teachers
are responsible for scaffolding students during the process of learning content and language, and
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to engage them cognitively in such process, to ensure that learning occurs (Vygotsky, 1978). In
order to keep students cognitively engaged, the teacher must use a wide range of activities in
class that motivate and engage students. It is important to make use of new technologies and
tasks that allow students to communicate and interact with the teacher and with their peers, thus,
using the language they are learning. CLIL lessons should include group work, discussions,
debates, and similar group activities. Nevertheless, students need to be taught how to perform in
those interactions appropriately. Therefore, the CLIL teacher’s responsibility is not only to teach
the required content and language objectives, but also the necessary life skills, higher-order
thinking and metacognitive skills that will allow them to communicate in different settings and
situations accordingly (Coyle et al., 2010).
The implications of the integration of language and content mentioned in the previous
section call for a new model of teacher, one who can teach content while, at the same time, using
new innovative methodologies that include a focus on second language (Coyle et al, 2010, p.10).
This does not mean that content teachers should also become language teachers in their classes.
Their role is to support the language specific to that content area that the student will need to
acquire in order to successfully achieve the content subject goals. Language teachers, on the
other hand, help students achieve the language goals they need for their content classes. So,
collaboration between content and language teachers is essential in CLIL.
However, the reality in most European countries (including Spain) where CLIL is being
implemented is very different. Content teachers in these CLIL programs are subject-area
specialists who have a certain level of the second language—in Spain, for instance, it is a B2
according to the Common European Framework of Reference for languages (CEFR)—but with
no formal qualifications in L2 teaching. This results in the L2 becoming merely the language of
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instruction for teaching content, forgetting about the integration of language and content, the
cornerstone of a CLIL program (Cenoz et al., 2013, p. 252). In fact, Coyle explained that “[i]f
…CLIL teachers are not trained to integrate language and subject learning rigorously, then
potential pedagogical value may be lost” (2008, p.107). Mehisto et al. also addressed this issue
and pointed at the shortage of CLIL teachers as one of CLIL’s “potential barriers” for its
successful implementation (2008, p. 20). It is a fact that there is a shortage of teachers with the
skills needed not only to have knowledge of the content and the language, but to integrate both
of them in their teaching, and until the situation changes, CLIL programs will not be
pedagogically successful. During the last decade, researchers and studies have addressed this
issue, but there is still a long road ahead of us.
On account of planning new training programs, several conceptual frameworks were
designed —some of them funded by the European Council— to establish the competences that
every CLIL teacher should have. For the aim of this paper, this section analyzes two of the most
relevant studies in this area.
Bertaux, Coonan, Frigols-Martín and Mehisto developed the CLIL Teacher’s
Competences Grid in 2010 as part of the CCN (CLIL Cascade Network) Program with the
collaboration of 14 different European countries. This document includes 14 areas of
competence, with several skills and their corresponding indicators for each area. The areas are
grouped under two main categories: underpinning CLIL and setting CLIL in motion.
Nevertheless, the authors indicate in the introduction that, given its extensiveness, the grid
should not be used as an observation tool. Instead, it should be considered as a reference for
good teaching practice, although they remark that teachers are not expected to have all of these
skills.
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The first five areas of competence are those related to foundations of CLIL. The areas of
competence Programme Parameters, CLIL Policy and Course Development comprise the
competences needed for describing CLIL and what it entails to implement a CLIL program,
including the knowledge of the particular policies, as well as having the necessary skills and
knowledge to design a CLIL course (i.e., design and adapt a syllabus or assessment tools, select
learning materials, etc.). The Target Language Competences for Teaching CLIL comprise the use
of basic interpersonal communication skills (BICS) and of cognitive academic language
proficiency (CALP), as well as the language needed for classroom management and for teaching
the subject matter (e.g. give instructions, explain, clarify, and also use different techniques to
adapt own oral language to learners’ level). Finally, the last area of competence under this first
group is Partnerships in Supporting Student Learning, which includes cooperating with
stakeholders and other teachers for supporting the student’s learning.
The second group of areas of competence comprises those teacher skills related to putting
a CLIL course into practice in the classroom. The first area of competence here is the Integration
of content, language and learning skills, and the teacher’s competence in supporting language
learning in content classes and vice versa. The next area is that of Implementation, which refers
to the teacher’s ability to put the theory into practice; i.e., to plan the lessons according to CLIL’s
parameters and to teach those lessons in the classroom. The competences in the area of Second
Language Acquisition (SLA) include the teacher’s knowledge of SLA and the application of
such knowledge in class to improve learners’ learning of the target language. The CLIL teacher
must also promote cultural awareness and Interculturality (the next area of competence) in the
classroom, with the use of authentic materials and guiding students to act and speak
appropriately to the context. The areas of Learner Focus in the CLIL Environment and Lifelong
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Learning & Innovative Teaching and Learning Approaches refer to the teacher’s skills for using
learner-centered lessons, applying interactive methodologies and new technologies. Learning
Environment Management includes the skills for creating and managing an effective learning
environment. Lastly, the areas of Learning Skills Focus in CLIL and Learning Assessment and
Evaluation in CLIL evaluate the teacher’s ability for scaffolding learning, adapting materials to
learners’ level and developing metalinguistic awareness in the classroom, as well as the tools
used to assess learning.
The second study on CLIL teacher’s skills to be analyzed is the European Framework for
CLIL Teacher Education, designed by Marsh, Mehisto, Wolff and Frigols-Martín (2010),
sponsored by the European Centre for Modern Languages (ECML). Although the aim of this
document is “to provide a set of principles and ideas for designing CLIL professional
development curricula” (p. 3), the framework also provides a series of skills that a CLIL teacher
is expected to acquire when receiving training. The researchers divide the CLIL teacher’s
competences under eight target professional competences, each one having several indicators.
The first of these competences is Personal Reflection, which refers to the teacher’s ability
to support their own cognitive, social and affective development in order to support the students’.
For that, teachers must reflect on their own approach to teaching and learning principles, content
and language learning, cooperation with other teachers, and level of language competence. The
second set of competences refers to the teacher’s understanding of CLIL fundamentals —such as
different models, methodology, or common misconceptions— and how they are connected to
best practices in education. Content and language awareness refers to the skills necessary for the
integration of content and language in the CLIL classroom. Some of the skills that work as
indicators of this competence include, among others, supporting language learning in content
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classes, content learning in language classes and the development of learning skills; using BICS
and CALPS; fostering critical thinking; promoting metalinguistic awareness among learners;
scaffolding language learning in content classes; or drawing on theories from SLA. The
following competences are grouped under Methodology and assessment which denotes the skills
to modify or adapt effective methodologies to the special context of CLIL, in order to create
meaningful and supportive learning experiences. Research and evaluation refers to the qualities
of a CLIL teacher, who reflects on his or her own teaching practice at the same time that he or
she researches the best practices in the field. The area of Learning resources and environments
suggests that teachers should have competence in designing and using appropriate material that
supports CLIL’s focus on content, language and learning skills. Finally, the last two competences
make reference to Classroom management (i.e., the teacher’s ability to maintaining CLIL’s triple
focus on content, language and learning skills, and to encouraging learners’ intrinsic motivation
for learning) and CLIL management, understood as the collaborative work with all CLIL
stakeholders to support the correct development of the CLIL program.
Although having different designs and aimed at different purposes, both projects outline
the skills that effective CLIL teachers share. In summary, researchers emphasized the same areas
of competence that lay in the basis of the CLIL approach: the importance of integrating
language, content and cognitive development, and the need of scaffolding the learning process.
Both models also stress the need of communicative, learner-centered lessons that include the use
of new technologies, to keep learners cognitively engaged. Nevertheless, it becomes apparent
that the CLIL teacher is not simply a content-area specialist with a certain level of proficiency in
the second language, as it has been mistakenly believed. We have seen in this section that, in
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order to design and implement effective CLIL programs, we cannot neglect the importance of a
new model of teacher, the CLIL teacher.
CLIL teacher’s education and instructional practices
!
It was previously mentioned that Spain’s characteristic decentralization of power in
regards education hinders the creation of a unified CLIL methodology common to bilingual
schools across the country. Furthermore, CLIL programs in Spain vary greatly from one
community to the other, being nearly as many CLIL programs as autonomous communities there
are in Spain (Pérez-Cañado, 2014, p. 327). For example, bilingual communities (with two
official languages), such as the Basque Country, have been running CLIL for decades, but they
have recently introduced a L3 (English) in their plurilingual scene. As for the Spanish
monolingual communities, only a few of them have reported studies in CLIL at the primary or
secondary levels –mostly in the latter. In fact, Fernández-Fontecha (2009) points at “a shortage
of research on CLIL…practices in Spanish monolingual communities” (in Pérez Cañado, 2014,
p. 328). However, one of these monolingual regions, Madrid, has led the research on the
implementation of bilingual education in the autonomous community, as well as in CLIL teacher
education and their training needs. The University of Alcalá has controlled several studies on the
expectations and beliefs of Madrid teachers in bilingual education programs to better understand
their needs to teach in CLIL. One example is the project aimed at studying how teachers in
Madrid prepare for the “educational innovation” that represents the bilingual program. As part of
this research project, Fernández, Pena, García and Halbach (2005) carried out a study in which
they interviewed and delivered questionnaires to the participant teachers to learn about their
expectations on CLIL programs before they were implemented in Madrid. Results showed that,
despite their high motivation, teachers indicated an even higher need of training, particularly, in
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the L2. In 2014, Cabezuelo and Fernández –based on Fernández et al.’s (2005) and on Fernández
and Halbach’s (2011) studies, went back to research the teachers’ training needs in Madrid, nine
years after the bilingual education project was first implemented in the region. Their results
showed that teachers’ were no longer concerned about their competence in L2. Instead, they
recognized their need to receive training in methodology specific to the distinctive CLIL
approach, which they admitted entailed “more than simply teaching in English” (Cabezuelo &
Fernández, 2014, p. 61). Furthermore, the majority of teachers interviewed agreed on the fact
that the training available for them was “insufficient” and that it had been “drastically” reduced.
The authors concluded that “the need for adequate methodology in the bilingual classroom may
be pointing out the lack of adequate and high-quality CLIL training provided by the
Administration” (p.62). These results are in line with those from the European study carried out
by Pérez-Cañado in 2016 involving 706 teachers, that is later discussed in this section. Her
results also showed that teachers had a higher level of language proficiency, in general, but they
had insufficient knowledge of the theoretical tenets of CLIL methodology and their practical
application in the classroom (also in Fernández & Lahuerta, 2014).
A clear example of how these results were taken into account in Madrid is the study by
Olivares Leyva and Pena Diaz (2011), who carried out a case study of teachers of the Master’s
degree in teaching EFL in secondary education in the University of Alcalá. They examined
teachers’ perspectives on different aspects of the course, to test its effectiveness for training
CLIL teachers in Madrid (Spain). The researchers designed a questionnaire that gathered
teachers’ outlooks regarding the course’s organization, and aspects of methodology and
assessment. Results showed that teachers believed this course prepared trainees enough
linguistically to teach CLIL in high schools across the region of Madrid. However, this study did
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not use empirical in-classroom data, but looked into the teacher’s perspectives on the
effectiveness of CLIL training programs.
Additionally, some research on teacher beliefs has been carried out in order to understand
their instructional practices in the classroom. Pena Díaz and Porto Requejo (2008) did a needs
analysis of teachers from the bilingual Project in Madrid. What was noteworthy in this study was
the fact that only 16% of the participant teachers admitted being confident enough with their L2
competence to teach in CLIL, and that 40% did not have any knowledge at all of bilingual
education, CLIL and its methodological underpinnings (the rest, however, admitted having basic
notions about CLIL, and that knowledge came from a brief introductory course they had
received). Still, it is widely accepted today in the field that there is a need for empirical research
on the area of CLIL methodology and its application in the classroom (Coyle, 2007, 2008;
Lasagabaster, 2008; Lasagabaster & Ruiz de Zarobe, 2010), particularly, using classroom
observations (Pérez-Cañado, 2014, p. 331). However, there are very few studies that have taken
place in the classroom by empirical observation of teachers’ practices.
One example of classroom-based studies is that of De Graaff et al. (2007). This study was
performed in the Netherlands to test an observation tool designed by the researchers with the aim
of assessing effective CLIL teaching pedagogy in secondary schools. The study also provided
recommendations for L2 pedagogy in CLIL, in regards to content-based teaching and task-based
language teaching. The researchers made it clear that the aim of the study was not to evaluate
teacher’s practice, but to identify effective language teaching in content classes. To test that,
researchers designed an observation tool (not included in the study, but available for Dutch
schools in CD) from five theoretical assumptions about effective language teaching, based on
Westhoff’s SLA ‘penta-pie’ (2004). According to these assumptions, teachers are expected to
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expose learners to input at a challenging level, facilitate meaning-focused and form-focused
processing, provide opportunities for output production, and promote the use of strategies. In
order to observe these five assumptions in the classroom, researchers developed several
indicators of performance for each category. Lessons were videotaped and analyzed by, at least,
two researchers, who also performed interviews with the teachers immediately after the lessons,
so they could get a better insight of their performance. Results not only revealed that observed
teachers showed evidence of effective pedagogy in almost all indicators, but they also tested the
validity of the observation tool for observing effective L2 pedagogy in CLIL classes. However,
this observation tool only focuses on the linguistic aspect of CLIL and disregards all other CLIL
teacher competences that have been described in this paper.
In Spain, Morton’s dissertation (2012) studied language awareness in secondary
education CLIL teachers in Madrid. For this study, the researcher used two theoretical
frameworks. He adapted the teacher cognition framework from education to language teaching—
and more specifically to CLIL— and the teacher language awareness framework. Morton
observed the practices of four secondary CLIL teachers in high schools from Madrid’s bilingual
program. The study analyzed how teachers used the foreign language to convey content meaning
in classroom talk. Results showed that teachers dealt with formal language issues in the
classroom incidentally rather than systematically, which proved that there is still need for more
integration of language in content teaching.
Recently, Pérez-Cañado (2016) examined the training needs of CLIL teachers in Spain
and across Europe in a macro-investigation that involved participants from across Europe, and
that aimed to address the problem of teacher qualification in CLIL. Pérez-Cañado’s study
contributed to understanding what needs teachers had to be able to address CLIL’s distinctive
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objective of integration of content and language. The quantitative study examined the survey’s
responses of 706 informants from different teaching groups (in-service, pre-service, teacher
trainers, and bilingual coordinators), predominantly from Spain, but also from other countries in
Northern, Southern, Central and Eastern Europe. Three “metaconcerns” (Pérez-Cañado 2016, p.
7) encompassed a needs analysis of the training needs in CLIL of the participants, a comparison
of the training needs across the four groups of participants, and a comparison of the results
within each groups of participants. Some of the most significant results were that, first, teachers
had a higher level of linguistic and intercultural competence, but an “insufficient or non-existent”
(cf., p. 13) knowledge of CLIL’s fundamentals, a result that was observed across all four groups
under study. Second, Spanish in-service teachers seemed to have the most training needs,
particularly content teachers (non-language specialists) in Elementary schools. Those training
needs were, predominantly, in the areas of theoretical underpinnings of CLIL, in which the same
type of teachers from other European countries showed a good command. In her conclusion,
Pérez-Cañado noted the long road ahead for CLIL education in Spain—particularly in terms of
teacher training—in order to implement and develop bilingual programs.
The studies analyzed above (with the exception of Pérez-Cañado, 2016) had secondary
education teachers as their participants and focused on the linguistic component of CLIL. The
focal point of research performed in elementary teachers’ education studied their acquisition of
language skills, mostly their oral competence (Cortina Pérez, 2009; Trujillo Sáez & Madrid
Fernández, 2001) with no attention paid to other CLIL competences.
Summary
!
Research in CLIL has traditionally focused on providing the theoretical basis to successfully
implement these programs, as ways of improving language competence. However, empirical
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classroom-based studies on the outcomes of CLIL are not abundant. In fact, scholars (Cenoz et
al., 2013; Pérez-Cañado, 2012) have pointed at this lack of empirical research and the need for
focusing on how integration of content and language is best achieved in the classroom, and the
role that teachers play in the attainment of CLIL’s ultimate goal. In fact, the scarce number of
observation tools available for teacher evaluation can give us an idea of the limited research
available in this area.
This chapter has reviewed the key aspects of CLIL and the important role that the
integration of content and language plays in the effective delivery of the approach. What can be
drawn from these different views, is that, even if CLIL is not exactly the same as other forms of
content-based programs; these programs still have more characteristics that bring them together
rather than divide them. Therefore, research in CLIL could only benefit from the extensive
research that has been done during the decades of immersion or content-based programs running,
mostly, in North America. The chapter compared the framework of CLIL with that of SI, which
lays behind the SIOP Protocol. The two approaches to content-based instruction share the same
theoretical beliefs to the integration of content, language and cognition. Considering the shortage
of objective observation instruments existing in CLIL, and based on the observable
commonalities shared between CLIL and sheltered instruction, it was suggested that the SIOP
Protocol was considered an appropriate instrument for the aim of this study (a further
justification on the use of the SIOP is provided in Chapter 3). Those supporting the independence
of CLIL from other forms of content-based instruction may object to the use of a tool such as the
SIOP Protocol in a CLIL context. According to Echevarria, Vogt and Short., authors of the SIOP
Protocol and Method, “any program where students are learning content through a nonnative
language should use the sheltered instruction approach” (2013, p. 16). However, it has been
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previously argued and supported by current research that the foundations of CLIL do not stand
far from those of other forms of CBI, so it is only natural to look at the long-researched
instructional practices that work best for teachers and learners in the integration of content and
language.
Future studies in CLIL should focus on meeting the need for empirical classroom-based
research that would study the effective ways in which teachers integrate content and language in
their CLIL classrooms. That is the gap that this dissertation aims to fill. In those regards, this
study has looked into the empirical research conducted in North America through the use of the
SIOP Protocol. Although the settings may be different (second language and foreign language
learning), the SIOP observation protocol was used in this study to objectively evaluate CLIL
teachers’ practices in the classroom in a monolingual region of Spain, Cantabria.
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Chapter 3
Methodology
Introduction
Bilingual education programs have grown exponentially in Spain –and, particularly, in
Cantabria- over the last decade. For example, in the school year 2010-2011, 2.2% of elementary
education students studied in a CLIL program, while by the school year 2014-2015 that number
had grown to 6.4%. The deficiencies in English language education in Spain and the poor
outcomes of students in foreign languages proficiency resulted in Government and Educational
institutions adopting a new model of education in which foreign languages—in this case,
English—would have a more predominant role, helping, therefore, improve the students’
competence in this area. Teachers were not trained to meet the new needs that this approach
entailed, yet CLIL programs continued growing rapidly. One of the characteristics of these
programs is the use of the CLIL approach to integrate content and English. However, teacher
education programs and the requirements for accessing an elementary teaching position in
Cantabria have been the same for decades, before bilingual programs were even implemented.
Teachers who teach a content subject in L2 in a bilingual program in Cantabria are required to
have an intermediate level of English (a B2 level, according to the CEFR), and very rarely they
receive training on the CLIL approach.
The aim of this study is to analyze how successful the implementation of CLIL programs
is in Cantabria by looking into the instructional practices of CLIL teachers in this region of
Spain, and determine whether those practices reflect the approach’s dual focus on the integration
of content and language. Incidentally, the study will also assess whether the training (or lack of
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it) in CLIL has an impact on the instructional practices of teachers in these programs. To this
end, the study addresses the following main research question:
•! What instructional practices do teachers use in their CLIL classes? Do these
practices recognize the dual focus of CLIL on language and content?
And the following sub questions:
•! How are language and content integrated in the classroom? How do teachers
address language issues in content classes?
•! How does the teacher’s previous training impact his/her instructional practices in
CLIL?
The CLIL classroom represents a rich research scenario for CLIL teachers’ instructional
practices, where different elements are at play, such as the use of L1 and L2, students’ and
teacher’s knowledge of content and language, or use of learning strategies and language skills,
among others. All of these elements help in determining the teaching process that takes place, so
they cannot be overlooked. Therefore, a qualitative multicase study research design was
considered to be the most suitable methodology to approach the issue at hand in this study and
answer the research questions. Additionally, the triangulation of the three sources of data used in
this study (classroom observations, interviews and analysis of documents) enhance the validity
of the results obtained.
Chapter 3 starts with a rationalization for the use of a multi-case study research
methodology and a qualitative approach to data analysis. The chapter continues with a
description of the study’s setting and participants, providing a comprehensive description of the
context in which participants’ instructional practices take place. The chapter also provides a
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detailed explanation of the data collection and analysis methods used by the researcher to finish
with a summary of the most relevant points discussed in the chapter.
Research design
!
This section introduces multiple case study as the design for the present research. A case
is “a thing, a single entity, a unit around which there are boundaries” (Merriam, 1998, p. 27), and
qualitative case study is “the study of the particularity and complexity of a single case, coming to
understand its activity within important circumstances” (Stake, 1995, p. xi). This means that each
case is necessarily linked to the context in which it takes place and to its boundaries, which
cannot be overlooked by the researcher. This holistic view of case study is explained by Stake
(2006) in the following excerpt:
The reason for making a fuss about what is and what is not a case is fundamental to
qualitative case study. It is an epistemological reason. Qualitative understanding of cases
requires experiencing the activity of the case as it occurs in its contexts and in its
particular situation. The situation is expected to shape the activity, as well as the
experiencing and the interpretation of the activity. In choosing a case, we almost always
choose to study its situation. (p. 27)
In this study, each case carries out the activity of teaching CLIL, using certain instructional
practices and strategies, acquired through experience or explicit training (e.g. training in CLIL
methodology), that shape their teaching. That is, following Stake’s approach, in this study, all
cases share the activity of teaching CLIL, which occurs in the specific context of their CLIL
classrooms, and is shaped by each teacher’s academic and professional background (teaching
experience, training in CLIL, etc.). The particular situations and contexts as CLIL teachers bind
the four cases in this study, making them ‘unique’ in their own way.
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At the same time, cases represent a sample of the phenomenon under study, how CLIL
teaching practices recognize the dual focus on content and language; this phenomenon is the
‘quintain’ of the study. According to Stake, the quintain is the shared issue or phenomenon that
binds all cases together in a multicase study. Each case is a representation of the quintain, and
the ultimate goal of a multicase study is to understand how the quintain works in different
situations by observing the cases in their regular situations. (Stake 2006, p. 2-3).
More specifically, an instrumental multicase study was employed in this study as a
research design since the issue at study was whether the instructional practices used by CLIL
teachers recognized CLIL’s dual focus on content and language—the quintain. Since the quintain
is an abstract phenomenon, the four cases are the instruments used to construct knowledge on
such an issue.
The selection of cases was done according to accessibility to the case in terms of time and
space, or authorization from the school. Stake (2006) justifies the selection of cases according to
significance to the quintain rather than diversity in the characteristics of cases. Nevertheless,
together with easy access to the cases, the researcher also considered the fact that there was some
heterogeneity among cases in terms of their teaching experience, training in CLIL, and status as
teachers (teacher with tenure, interim teacher, or teacher in a semi-private school).
Both Merriam and Stake, two of the most relevant scholars in case study research, defend
the use of qualitative data, obtained from observations, interviews and analysis of documents
(Stake, 1995, 2006; Merriam, 1998; Merriam & Tisdell, 2016) as a suitable research
methodology, considering the comprehensive and diverse nature of case study. Fitting in their
constructivist epistemology is their advocacy for qualitative data analysis as a valid method for
quality research. However, the concepts of validity and reliability do not fit in this tradition and
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they are enhanced by triangulation (Yazan, 2015), which Stake (2006) defined as “an effort to
assure that the right information and interpretations have been obtained” (p. 58). Triangulation of
data in this study came from converging the data obtained from observations, interviews and
analysis of documents. Chapter 4 will provide a detailed account of the process as well as its
results.
As we have seen in this section, case study research is defined by its critical nature (i.e.
the case or cases allow to modify, change or expand our knowledge about the subject under
study); its uniqueness, because it is of special interest in itself; and its revealing nature, which
allows us to observe and analyze a phenomenon relatively unknown in education with the
potential of significantly contributing to such phenomenon. In this study, the different sources of
data and variables arising from the interactions and instructional practices of teachers provided a
rich research setting. Teachers’ instructional practices are the result of and are influenced by a
variety of contextual factors (teacher’s training, teaching experience, knowledge of CLIL’s
theoretical bases, motivation, students’ knowledge, etc.) that cannot be overlooked when
examining the teaching process of CLIL.
Participants and context of the study
!
As it has been mentioned throughout this work and defined above, the study follows a
multi case study methodology, meaning that participants represent a sample of the fairly new
phenomenon of the CLIL teacher in Cantabria. The section that follows provides a description of
the four participant teachers and their selection process. In order to provide a comprehensive
picture of the setting in which teachers in Cantabria work and to better understand the different
working conditions of participants, this section will begin with an account of the most relevant
facts about the context of the study.
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Context
!
As explained in the introduction chapter, there is a decentralization of power in Spain
which affects important matters of public life, such as education. The different competencies in
matters of education are distributed among the central government and the local administrations
of each autonomous community. Table 2 shows the different competencies that the central
government, the regional departments of education and individual schools hold. The Spanish
Department of Education is in charge of establishing the core curriculum—common to all the
autonomous communities in Spain—which allows for the learning standards to be included in
core subjects and the assessment criteria to be used. The national core curriculum is
complemented with the official curriculum developed by the regional departments of education.
The regional official curriculum also sets the standards and assessment criteria for elective and
basic subjects. Finally, each school is responsible for defining and reinforcing the teaching
philosophy of the school, and the methodologies to be used to teach content.
The Spanish educational system comprises public, private and charter schools. Public
schools are owned by the State and are supported with public funds, while private schools are
privately owned and funded. Between these two opposite ends stand charter schools, which are
owned by private institutions but supported with public funds. The following is a brief
description of the requirements and hiring processes that teachers in Spain undergo. Public
schools are owned by the state and public teachers must undergo a public selection test, while
charter and private schools hire their own teachers directly. This information is relevant to the
present study to better understand the context in which participants were working and how they
were selected for the job.
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Table 2
Distribution of competencies in education
Central Government

Designs the Core
Curriculum

Regional Departments of
Education
Design the Official
Curriculum

Establishes:
- the common core content;
- the learning standards;
- the minimum teaching
hours of core courses
(>50%); and
- the assessment criteria for
the acquisition of skills.

Establishes:
- the ways in which to
complement the Core
Curriculum in terms of
content and assessment
criteria;
- the content, assessment
criteria and teaching hours of
elective courses and specific
subjects; and
- the maximum teaching
hours of core courses.
Note. Information by Eurydice España-REDIE

Schools

Design their School
Educational Project

Establishes:
- the design and
implementation of
pedagogical methods and
teaching methodologies;
- in which ways to
complement the content of
subjects; and
- the number of teaching
hours for each subject.

Entrance exam for public teachers
!
As it has already been mentioned, public schools in Spain are owned and administered by
the State and as so, teachers are public servants. Commonly, every two years, the regional
departments of education call for available teaching positions in the public system (either
primary schools or secondary schools). In order to access these positions, eligible teachers must
sit for an official public service entrance exam, according to their area of expertise. For instance,
there is a specific exam to access primary EFL positions for teachers with a degree in primary
education with specialization in EFL. The same is true for all the specialties in primary
education: music, physical education, speech-language and hearing, or French as a foreign
language. Finally, there are different positions available—and, therefore, a different official
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exam—for general primary teachers. Official public service entrance exams for primary teachers
consist of two eliminating parts: a theory part and a practical part. In the first part of the exam,
candidates must write an essay on one of the two topics randomly chosen by the examining
committee out of the 25 topics that constitute the syllabus for primary education. There is a
syllabus specific to each specialty, with topics specific to the area of expertise, that include
teaching methodologies, content knowledge, or educational theories, among others (Orden
ECD/48/2015, 9 April, in BOC 72, 17 April 2015). This first part of the exam also includes a
case study about a contextualized situation in a school that candidates must answer to by
proposing an intervention to such problem, based on current laws in the autonomous community
where they are sitting for the official exam. These case studies could be, for example, a case of
bullying, or a student with learning difficulties participating in a bilingual program. This part of
the official exam is eliminatory, i.e. candidates must pass the essay and the case study in order to
move on to the second part of the exam.
The second part of the exam consists of a presentation to the examining committee of a
unit from a syllabus designed by the candidate. Candidates prepare beforehand a syllabus that
must describe the units to be studied and the hypothetical context in which the syllabus will be
carried out. From this syllabus, the examining committee randomly selects three units from
which the candidate selects one to defend in situ. This part, too, is eliminatory and the scores
from both parts of the exam are averaged out. Candidates can then add their academic and
professional experience to increase their score.
Based on their score from the official exam and their academic and professional
experience, candidates are included in a list from which they fill out the teaching positions
available. Teachers who do not obtain a teaching position will be called, on a preference basis, to
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fill out temporary positions (e.g. medical leave, temporary transfers, etc.) in schools for a
specific period of time, that can go up to a full academic year. In this study, they are referred to
as interim, while teachers who obtain a permanent teaching position are called tenured (teachers
obtain tenure after working in a permanent position for a school year).
As it has been previously stated in this work, in Cantabria, vacancies for bilingual schools
are commonly filled by primary teachers, with a minimum B2 level of L2. There is no specific
training in CLIL required for these teachers.
The system of having a public service entrance exam for teachers has been in place since
the mid 19th century. In fact, a law in the early 20th century regulated these exams and
established that it should include a theoretical part, a practice part, and an oral presentation; very
similar to what is still in place today. So, for over a century, the teacher selection process in the
public system has barely changed in regards to number and type of exams and only a few of the
topics included in the official syllabus have been updated since then, in answer to the new
education laws throughout the years (Requena Olmo, 2006, p. 313). However, the syllabus
currently governing the official public entrance exams has not been updated since 1993 for all
specialties, and it was slightly changed in 2007 for general primary teaching. Nevertheless, it
does not acknowledge the trending and fast-growing change in education towards the
implementation of bilingual programs with a focus on CLIL.
Requena Olmo (2006, p. 302) points at the traditional “resistance to change”
characteristic of teacher education in Spain as one main reason for the endurance of this selection
process of teachers in the public system. Much of the literature has agreed on the fact that the
official entrance exams are not the main issue in selecting the best teachers for the public system.
Instead, many scholars (Brezinka, 1990; Marcelo García, 1995; Requena Olmo, 2006) consider
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that teacher education programs are not adequate in training teachers in the skills they need to
have to teach in a classroom, and not only in the content matter. They agree on the need for a
university entrance exam for future teachers that would select those professionals showing the
necessary aptitudes and personal qualities that would enable them to work as competent
teachers—for example, relationships with students and families, willingness to professional
growth, team work, etc.
On the other hand, teachers who are willing to work for the private (or semi-private)
system do not have to sit for these official exams. Private and charter schools hire their own
teachers and, therefore, have their own requirements—which usually consist of having certain
qualifications and teaching experience, and a personal interview—but which certainly do not
include sitting for the official exams.
At this point, it is important to call out attention to the fact that eligible participants in this
study were selected only from public and charter schools, which are government-funded. Private
schools were not considered for this study due to the fact that they are more flexible in
implementing certain aspects of the official curriculum.
This section has reviewed the education system in Spain, focusing on the main
differences between public and private education. It has also provided a summary of the
selection process for teachers and an outline of the public service entrance exam for teachers.
Since the participants in this study were working in public and charter schools, this information
is relevant to understand the context in which this study took place.
The next section of this chapter will present a description of the participant teachers and
the selection criteria used.
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Participants
!
Before proceeding to describing the participants of the study, it is important to define the
procedures used for selecting the participants and the ethical measures followed in the study to
preserve the participants’ anonymity.
Firstly, the researcher contacted the Regional Department of Education to inform them of
the aims of this study and its design and to ask for their permission to carry out the study in
Cantabria’s public and charter schools, which are administered by this institution. The FL
consultant at the Regional Department of Education sent an email to all principals in public and
charter elementary schools with a bilingual program in Cantabria, explaining the study and
requesting the participation of CLIL teachers. Responses were received gradually, so teachers
were included as they agreed to participate in the study. They were informed of the goals and
methods of the study, and were given a letter of consent to inform participants of the ways in
which their privacy would be observed and the means that all the information they provided
would be kept confidential. In order to protect their privacy, participants were assigned a number
and the schools where they were working in (or had previously worked in) would not be directly
referred to in the study.
Three females and one male participated in the study; one taught in a charter school and
three of them taught in the public system, one being tenured and the other two working as
interim teachers. As it was previously explained in this chapter, teachers working for the public
system may be tenured, if they passed the pertinent public service entrance exam and accessed
one of the positions available, or interim until they do. Interim teachers may be assigned to work
in a bilingual school for a few months, or a school year, without having any previous experience
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in these settings—the only requirement for CLIL teachers in Cantabria being that they have a B2
level of L2 accredited by an institution supported by the regional department of education.
Table 3
Participants’ academic background, experience with CLIL and L2 proficiency
University degree

Number of
years teaching
CLIL
15 years

Training in
CLIL

Accredited level
of L2 English

Yes. Extensive
in-service
training. Even
taught some
courses

C1

Teacher 1

Degree in Elementary
Education and EFL
Specialist. Bachelor’s
degree in Teaching

Teacher 2

Degree in Elementary
Education. Master’s
degree in Spanish as a
Foreign Language

3 years

Very little None

B2

Teacher 3

Degree in Elementary
Education and Music
Specialist

3 years

Very little. Not
related to current
practice

B2

Teacher 4

Degree in Elementary
9 years
Education and Physical
Education Specialist.
Master’s degree in
Psychomotricity

Extensive in use
of CLIL
textbook

B2

Table 3 shows the participants’ training and years of experience teaching CLIL. Three of
the four participant teachers had a degree in Elementary Education and two of them were also
EFL and Music specialists. The fourth participant was a Physical Education (PE) specialist for
elementary education. Teacher 1 is considered EFL Specialist because even though the academic
degree obtained was in Elementary Teaching, this participant took the official state exam for the
specialty of EFL and has been teaching this subject since. Regarding participants’ proficiency in
English as L2, three of them had a certified B2 level of proficiency in English and one
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participant teacher had a C1. As for their training in CLIL methodology, all of them had had
some training in this approach, although the number of hours received and the way each course
went into detail about CLIL varied. Additionally, all participants had had some previous
experience studying abroad in an English-speaking country for, at least, one month. This
information was collected during the first interview.
The procedure followed was the same with each participant. First, after agreeing to take
part in the study, participants and I, the researcher, set a date for the first interview. In this first
interview, we had the opportunity of meeting in person and I asked them questions regarding
their academic and professional background (see Appendix B). Additionally, I asked them about
the classes they were teaching at the moment and their schedule. In order to make participants
feel more comfortable with the observations, I let them choose the class and group they would
like me to observe. Participants were observed consecutively during the third term of the school
year (from January to March) for three to four weeks, varying from one participant to another.
Even though some observations overlapped in time, they did not interfere with the participants’
schedules.
Table 4
Timeline of the classes observed
Participants

!

Subject

Grade

Sessions/ week

Sessions observed

Teacher 1

Natural Science

4th

2

6

Teacher 2

Natural Science

4th

3

10

Teacher 3

Natural Science

2nd

1

4

Teacher 4

Social Science

1st

5

10
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The number of sessions observed varied according to each of the participant’s school.
Most schools (those of teachers 1, 2 and 4) decided to run a bilingual program in which at least
one subject, such as Science in this case, was taught completely in English. However,
Cantabria’s legislation has not established a minimum percentage to be taught in English in
bilingual programs, as long as some lessons of certain subjects are taught in the L2. So, the
school where Teacher 3 was working was running a soft bilingual program, in which only one
lesson per week of Science was taught in English, together with the subject of Arts. Cantabria’s
general curriculum determines that the subject of Ciencias Naturales y Sociales (Natural and
Social Sciences in English) combined must be taught 3.5 hours per week in the first three years
of elementary education, and 4 hours in years four to six. In the case of Teacher 3, the school
decided that only 1 session of 45 minutes of Science would be taught in English. So, teachers in
that school agreed on the topics and units that would be taught in L1 and those that would be
taught in L2. According to Teacher 3, this selection was made based on the difficulty of the
topics, assigning the easiest units to be taught in L2 using CLIL.
Table 4 shows the subjects observed as well as the grade and number of sessions taught
per week by each participant teacher. There are some noticeable differences in the number of
sessions of Science taught per week; while Teacher 1 taught two one-hour sessions per week,
Teacher 4, on the other hand taught 5 sessions of 40 minutes per week. These differences are
understandable in the fact that, in the case of Teacher 4, charter schools have some flexibility in
terms of schedule. These schools must comply with the minimum teaching hours required by law
(the public side of the school) and add additional hours to their daily schedule that they usually
allocate to the reinforcement of certain areas, such as subjects in L2 in bilingual programs (the
private side of the school).
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Having discussed the context of the study and provided a description of the participants,
the next section of this chapter addresses the data collection and analysis methods used.
Data collection and analysis
!
The following section of Chapter 3 moves on to describe in detail the data collection
methods used in this study. Data were collected through interviews, classroom observations, and
analysis of classroom documents, which in this study refer to the syllabus of the subject that was
observed. Each participant underwent two different interviews (before and after the
observations), and classroom observations of a full unit. Participants were also asked to provide
the syllabus of the subject observed for document analysis. The three instruments for data
analysis are described in the following pages and summarized in Table 5.
Table 5
Data collection methods used and data obtained
Method

Data obtained

Interview 1

Demographics, training, educational and professional
experience

Observations

Teachers’ instructional practices in CLIL

Interview 2

Teachers’ competences in CLIL

Document analysis

Teachers’ competences and instructional practices in
CLIL

Interviews
!
Interviews are a recurring instrument for qualitative data collection, as they allow the
researcher to access certain information that is not available by other observable means, for
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instance, past behaviors or actions taken by participants, or their thoughts and beliefs about a
particular topic. Interviews are generally categorized in terms of their structure, going from
structured to unstructured through semi-structured. Structured interviews are similar to
questionnaires, in the way that the questions’ wording and order are predetermined and fixed.
Unstructured interviews, on the other hand, are more flexible and it is the respondent’s answers
what usually guide the course of the interview, not a fixed set of questions. The center of this
continuum refers to semi-structured interviews, predominant in qualitative research (Nunan,
1992), including the present study.
Table 6
Data elicited from interviews

Interview 1

Type of

Number of

interview

questions

Structured and

13

semi-structured

Data elicited

When

Demographics,

Before

educational and

observations

professional background,
and attitude to training
Interview 2

Semi-structured

30

CLIL competences

After
observations

In the first interview (see Appendix B), however, the first eight questions could be
considered to be more structured, as they ask about the participants’ demographics, their training,
and their teacher experience (Table 6). Yet, the last part of the interview (questions nine to
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thirteen) was semi-structured, as it led to additional comments and the participants’ answers
could elicit further questions. The last five questions asked about their attitude to professional
development and their motivation for teaching CLIL rather than other subjects in L1. Participants
were also asked to describe their level of proficiency in L2 and how they achieved such
competence.
The second interview, on the other hand, was semi-structured as it looked into the
participants’ beliefs and instructional practices in CLIL (see Appendix B). The topics for this
interview follow the eight groups of target professional competences outlined in the European
Framework for CLIL Teacher Education (Marsh et al., 2010). As previously described in
Chapter 2, the Framework addresses several competences that a CLIL teacher should be trained
on in order to effectively carry out the instruction in CLIL. Although some other studies have
addressed CLIL teachers’ competences (see Chapter 2), this study focused only on those defined
in Marsh et al. (2010). The current research study adopts the European Framework for CLIL
Teacher Education as frame of reference, given its focus on “macro-level universal competences
of CLIL educators [which] have been identified through an examination of teacher education
learning and curricular needs in CLIL contexts, and through a Pan-European process of
consultation” (Marsh et al., 2010, p. 3). As previously stated, the 30 questions included in
Interview 2 (see Appendix B) are grouped under the eight groups of competences established in
the Framework—as Table 7 shows—focusing on topics and issues that determined the course of
the interview, characteristic of semi-structured interviews (Nunan, 1992, p. 149). The interview
guide was designed accordingly, taking into consideration the fact that being a semi-structured
interview, most were open-ended questions. Furthermore, as the second interview was conducted
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after the observations had been finalized, some questions that arouse during classroom
observations were also addressed in this interview.
Table 7
Interview 2. Topics and questions
Group of CLIL

Number of

Competences

Questions

1. CLIL

7

fundamentals
2. Content and

Knowledge about the fundamentals and theoretical
bases of CLIL

7

language awareness
3. Classroom

Topics

Strategies and techniques used to favor learning of
content and language

3

management

Strategies and techniques to foster critical thinking,
and learning skills, and to enhance motivation

4. Learning resources

3

Use and design of CLIL resources

5. Methodology and

2

Teaching methodology, use of L1 in class, and

assessment
6. Research and

assessment techniques
1

Self-assessment techniques as a CLIL teacher

7. CLIL management

2

Collaboration between teachers and schools

8. Personal reflection

5

Reflection on training in CLIL, L2 requirements for

evaluation

and comments

CLIL teachers, comments and suggestions

Both interviews were carried out in person and voice recorded with field notes of the
participants’ responses, in order to facilitate the subsequent task of interpreting the data
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collected. The interviews were piloted with three different teachers, which allowed me to
identify and modify the most confusing aspects of the questions, given the specific terminology
included in Interview 2. Interviews were first piloted with an elementary teacher who was
familiar with CLIL but had not taught it before. This first piloting allowed the researcher to
reword some questions to avoid some assumptions they may convey, and to add clarifications of
some terms, too. The resulting updated version of the interviews was again piloted with two
teachers who also participated in the piloting of classroom observations. It must be noted that
these two teachers were not selected as participants because they were native speakers of
English. They had been both teaching in an elementary school in Spain for many years, and had
extensive experience teaching Literacy (not CLIL exactly). One of these two teachers was also
teaching Science in CLIL at the moment of the piloted interview and observations. Piloting the
modified version of the interviews provided valuable information about duration and further
questions that could arise, so participants and interviewer could be better prepared for the
interviews.
All interviews—except for the two piloted with native English speakers—were carried
out in Spanish, the L1 of participants and researcher. The decision to conduct interviews in L1
was made based on the premise that participants would feel more comfortable and could provide
more elaborated responses in L1. All resulting interviews were transcribed and analyzed in L1
and later translated into L2 by the researcher.
Classroom observations
!
The second instrument used for data collection in this study were classroom observations.
In fact, observations are a primary source of data, which occur in their natural environment.
Merriam and Tisdell (2016), in fact, consider that “observational data represent a firsthand
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encounter with the phenomenon of interest rather than a secondhand account of the world
obtained in an interview” (2016, p. 137). While interviews provide insight to non-observable
aspects, such as teacher’s beliefs or previous experiences, classroom observations offer a
naturalistic setting for data to ‘occur’ in its regular context. Some critics argue that doing
observations can be subjective; however, researchers need to be trained beforehand, mostly, by
practicing taking field notes, paying attention to detail, and focusing attention on relevant
information, as Patton (2015) argued (as cited in Merriam and Tisdell, 2016). In the case of this
study, two elementary teachers were observed for six and five weeks, respectively, prior to
beginning the observations. These observations allowed not only to test the observation
instrument, but also to train myself in taking field notes, focus on the aspects to observe and
establish the parameters to score each feature in the observation protocol—the SIOP (see
Appendix A), which will be described below.
Access to classroom observations was gained through participants and the FL consultant
in the Regional Department of Education. School principals had been previously informed of the
study via email sent out by the FL consultant and by the researcher herself. Once teachers agreed
to participate in the study, a second email was sent to their school principals with the
researcher’s criminal record and an authorization from the Regional Department of Education for
the researcher to carry out the study in their schools.
Before proceeding to describing the observation artifact used, it is important to remark
that during the observations, the researcher was a mere observer sitting down at the back of the
classroom or in a corner, depending on the setting, taking notes. Three of the participants
introduced the researcher to the class and briefly explained the purpose of the visit. At times, two
of the teachers asked the researcher some questions about vocabulary words during class.
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The aim of the observations was to collect firsthand data on the teachers’ instructional
practices, particularly those used to accomplish the integration of content and language,
characteristic of CLIL. For that, as earlier explained, the observation artifact used was the SIOP
Protocol (Echevarria et al. 2013), due to its similarities to CLIL and the lack of comprehensive
observation artifacts specific for CLIL. The following is a detailed description of the SIOP
Protocol.
The SIOP Protocol
!
The Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol, or SIOP, appeared in 2000 resulting from
5 years of research and tested by different teachers and schools in the United States. Its authors
drafted a first version of the protocol in 1995 and it later evolved into an evaluation tool of
sheltered instruction programs mostly in the US, although its use has been extended to other
countries around the world. Before continuing, it is important to draw attention to the distinction
between the SIOP Model, an approach to lesson planning and delivery system, and the SIOP
protocol, an instrument used to observe, rate and provide feedback on lessons (Echevarria et al.,
2013, p.18).
Previous to describing the SIOP protocol, we should briefly look into sheltered
instruction. According to Echevarria and Short (2000), the term refers to an “approach for
teaching content to English language learners in strategic ways that make the subject matter
concepts comprehensible while promoting the students’ English language development” (p.2).
From this definition we can see that sheltered instruction and CLIL are very similar approaches.
In fact, one of the main issues in sheltered instruction, as it is in CLIL too, is the integration of
both content and language and the way it is done in the classroom, highlighted in the SIOP in its
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emphasis on the interrelation of language and content objectives in every lesson of the content
subject.
As an observation tool, the SIOP protocol could be used in three different ways. To
provide feedback to teachers and their practices, used by teachers as a reference for planning
their lessons, and as a research tool to study the implementation process of sheltered instruction
in a classroom (Echevarria & Short, 2000, p. 10).
The protocol comprises 30 items grouped into eight categories. The first six items are
included in the category of Lesson Preparation and evaluate whether language and content
objectives were included, the use of additional resources and meaningful activities. The next 20
items belong to six different areas that could be grouped under the process of instruction. The
area of Building Background analyzes whether the teacher makes connections with the students’
prior knowledge and develops their academic vocabulary. Comprehensible Input refers to how
teachers adjust their speech and use different techniques to enhance students’ comprehension,
while the area of Strategies focuses on teaching students the necessary learning techniques, using
scaffolding and encouraging higher-order thinking. Interaction promotes appropriate grouping of
students for content and language development. Finally, items under the areas of Practice and
Application and Lesson Delivery provide activities for practice and evaluate whether the lesson
meets the language and content objectives set. The last four items under the section of
Review/Assessment consider whether the teacher reviewed all concepts and assessed students
meeting of the objectives, providing relevant feedback.
Each of these 30 items is scored in a 5-point scale (from 0 to 4), with a Not Applicable
(N/A) category, available to use in those items that are not present—and are not expected to be
present—in a particular lesson. Unlike a score of 0, N/A does not impact negatively on the
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teacher’s final score. Even though not all 30 items are expected to be present in every lesson,
each item should appear in lessons over the course of a unit or a week (Echevarria & Short,
2000). There is also a ‘comments’ section under each item, where observers can give more
evidence information for each item.
The protocol form also includes a heading to fill out with the observer’s and teacher’s
information, as well as school, grade, ESL level and type of lesson. At the end of that heading, a
space provides for the total points earned out of the possible 120, unless there have been any
N/A, in which case, the observer should subtract 4 points for each N/A given.
Observers could simply score the teacher only using the 5-point scale during the lesson.
However, Echevarria et al. (2013) highly recommend to videotape the lesson and score it—or at
least the comments—after visualizing it, so the observer could ask any pertinent questions to the
teacher. It is also advisable to have a pre-observation meeting with the teacher and to get a copy
of the lesson plan beforehand to know the items that will be present in such lesson (Echevarria et
al., 2013, p.20).
Although originally intended/thought/designed for US educational settings to help
English language learners (ELL), there is research-based evidence of its use in other countries
outside North America (Salcedo, 2010; Rativa, 2011; Kareva & Echevarria, 2013). Therefore,
some items were not applicable to the particular context of this study, in which all students and
teachers shared the same L1 and English was a foreign language only used inside school. The
following paragraph is an account of the main issues that arose when using the SIOP Protocol in
the context of the present study.
As previously stated earlier, some items were not applicable in a classroom where all
participants shared the same L1. That was the case of item 7 from the Building Background
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component, which refers to linking concepts to the students’ background and experiences, but in
this case those experiences were the same for all students who came from the same country.
Actually, the most obvious modification to the SIOP Protocol in this study was made to
item 19, which makes reference to the use of the L1 in the classroom as a way to support the
student’s learning process. Bilingual education, as well as SIOP, encourage the use of the
student’s L1 to support the acquisition of the L2 and the learning of new content. However, in
monolingual settings, such as Spain, students receive all their L2 input in CLIL classes and so
teachers must be aware of the amount of L1 used. Furthermore, as students and teachers share
the same L1, it could be easier to turn to the L1 every time students have any trouble
understanding content in L2, but that would diminish the aim of a CLIL program. While using
the L1 in class can enrich the learning process and assist students, the inevitable question is, in
this context, how much use of L1 is appropriate? In this case, I used the modified item in the
TWIOP, the Two Way Immersion Observation Protocol. The TWIOP is an adaptation of the
SIOP for two-way immersion (TWI) programs by Howard, Sugarman and Coburn (2016) for the
Center of Applied Linguistics (CAL). Two-way immersion is an approach to bilingual education
that has the aim of developing biliteracy and cultural awareness in the students’ first language
and in the L2, commonly English as TWI programs taking place predominantly in the United
States. There are different types of TWI programs, depending on the weight of instruction in
each language, being the 50/50 programs the most common of all, in which students
progressively receive more and more instruction in the L2 as the move on to higher grades of
elementary and secondary education until they reach an equal amount of instruction in their first
and second languages (Wright, 2010). Instruction in both languages is sheltered, as there are
ELLs in mainstream English classes and English speakers in L2 classes. In this context, there has
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been an interest on testing the effects of SIOP on TWI programs. However, little research has
been done on the necessary modifications of the SIOP to adapt to the needs of the TWI approach,
so the TWIOP emerged as a result of some intensive research in this issue (Howard et al., 2016).
The main differences between the TWIOP and the SIOP are that the former added two new
features to reflect the focus of two-way immersion on cultural issues and several modifications to
certain features on SIOP that would reflect the dual instruction in both languages. One of those
modifications was feature 19 on SIOP, which addresses the use of L1 to support learning of
content. Echevarria et al. (2013) considered that some use of the L1 in an all-English instruction
environment can benefit ELLs acquisition of content concepts. However, the SIOP does not
account for the extent to which the use of L1 can be beneficial, or how and when it should be
done. In a setting where all participants share the same L1—as it is the case of the CLIL
classroom in this study—feature 19 of the SIOP was found to be very ambiguous to examine the
way in which the teacher’s use of the L1 supports students’ learning of content in L2. Instead,
TWIOP’s modified feature (feature 20 in the TWIOP) states that “as appropriate, allow students
to clarify key concepts in L1 for strategic purposes with an aide, or L1 text” (Howard et al.,
2016). In TWI classrooms, as in CLIL classes, being both ‘immersion’ approaches to bilingual
education, instruction in the two languages is separate and the use of the L2 is encouraged in
classes taught in the students’ second language. It is crucial that teachers do not switch to their
L1 in L2 classes, because it encourages students to use their mother tongue instead of English
(Howard et al., 2016, p. 13). So, in this study, feature 20 of the TWIOP was used instead of
SIOP’s feature 19 to examine the teacher’s use of the L1 to support students’ knowledge.
However, the main aim of this study was not to evaluate the validity of the SIOP as an
observation tool in a CLIL context. Instead, the Protocol was used as a way to enhance the
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study’s internal validity, avoiding the observer’s bias that could result from using field notes
only. The scores were analyzed qualitatively, evaluating the field notes on each item of the
Protocol rather than the scores. One of the reasons for this was the difference in the number of
sessions taught by each teacher. Also, considering that participants did not teach the SIOP
method and were not familiar with it, it was expected not to observe all categories in their
lessons, so some features would have had a score of 0.
Classroom documents
!
The final instrument for data collection was the syllabus of the course that each
participant taught. These classroom documents supplemented the data obtained in the interviews
and classroom observations. Syllabuses are designed each academic year by the teacher or group
of teachers who are teaching a specific course, and must include the contents dictated by the
national and regional curriculums, a description of cross curricular competences and the
contribution of the course to the development of key competences. The syllabus must also
address the learning standards of the course, as well as the assessment tools and the learning and
assessment criteria to be followed. Other aspects discussed in the syllabus are the teaching
methodology, attention to diversity, and learning and teaching resources. Additionally, they
usually include the schedule of the units by trimester.
The syllabuses represent the teachers’ road maps for the courses they taught, and so, in
this study, these documents provided additional knowledge to complement the data obtained in
interviews and observations. Yet, the detailing of the syllabuses and the elements included in
them varied greatly from one participant to another. On the other hand, given that there are no
official competences and objectives specific to bilingual subjects, these are taken and,
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sometimes, adapted from the national and regional curriculums for the official subjects in L1, in
this case Ciencias Naturales y Sociales (Natural and Social Sciences in English).
Analysis of data
!
The data collection instruments in this study (classroom observations, interviews and
classroom documents) provided a vast amount of data for each of the four cases. In order to
make data more manageable and to ensure relevance of the information analyzed, the focus of
the analysis were the study’s five research questions. So, the data were organized under
categories or themes that emerged from the research questions.
Interviews were transcribed in Spanish, and later translated into English. These data were
then categorized according to three themes developed from the categorization of CLIL teacher’s
competences in interview 2, outlined in Table 7. Let us remember that questions in Interview 2
were based on the competences outlined in the European Framework for CLIL Teacher
Education, and grouped accordingly. So, the eight groups of competences from Interview 2
turned into three categories for data analysis. These categories were dual focus on language and
content; learning resources and environments; and methodology, assessment and collaboration.
Relevant data from interviews 1 and 2 were categorized under these three themes.
The data analysis of classroom observations was done similarly. First, the field notes
taken during each classroom observation and the notes on the SIOP features were summarized by
feature. Each of the SIOP features, in turn, were assigned to the three pre-established themes. In
case a feature could be assigned to more than one category or theme, the descriptors of such
theme from the European Framework for CLIL Teacher Education were considered, so each
SIOP feature was assigned to one theme only.
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Finally, the data analysis of the syllabuses was performed to complement data from both
interviews and observations. The structure and content of the syllabuses was not uniform and
varied from one participant to another. Therefore, the data obtained from this instrument was
assigned to a different number of categories, depending on the themes that emerged during data
analysis.
This data analysis procedure was repeated for each case. However, going back to Stake’s
description of multicase studies and the importance of the quintain earlier in this chapter, the aim
of this research design is to understand the abstract concept that binds the cases together, not its
instances only. Cross case analysis was later performed to contrast results from each of the cases
in this study.
Summary
!
This chapter has provided a description of the research design of the present study. The
chapter began with the rationalization for the use of a qualitative multicase study a research
method, with a review of the most relevant literature in the field, and an account of the selection
of cases. The chapter continued with a detailed description of the four participants and the
context in which the study took place, to better understand the situations of the cases. The next
section in Chapter 3 gave a comprehensive report on the three instruments used to collect data in
this study (i.e. classroom observations, interviews, and analysis of classroom documents), and
explained how the data obtained were analyzed.
A summary of the main findings is provided in the chapter that follows. Chapter 4
includes a report of the findings for each of the four cases in this study, as well as a summary of
the cross-case analysis.
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Chapter 4
Findings
Introduction
The following chapter describes a synthesis and analysis of the data collected in this
study. The chapter begins with a brief review of the purpose of the study, problem statement, and
research questions, to be followed by an overview of the data collection and analysis methods.
The following section describes the four participants and their demographics. Finally, the last
two sections of Chapter 4 are organized as follows. First, there is a within-case analysis of each
of the four cases of the study. Findings will be organized to give answers to each of the study’s
research questions. Finally, there is a cross-case analysis, which will contrast and compare the
findings obtained in the within-case data analysis to answer each research question.
Over the past decade, bilingual programs (i.e., programs with a focus on the CLIL
approach) have grown rapidly in schools all over Spain. However, one of the main problems that
countries face when implementing these programs is that the teachers’ training has not evolved at
the same pace as program implementation. Countries in Europe, including Spain, have teachers
with diverse L2 competence and no or little training in the CLIL approach and its methodology
(de Graaff et al., 2007). In fact, Coyle (2008) already addressed this issue of CLIL teaching
asserting that “if teachers are not trained to integrate language and subject learning rigorously,
then potential pedagogical value may be lost” (p. 107). A closer examination into CLIL teachers’
instructional practices can identify the actual needs of teachers regarding CLIL delivery and help
in the effective implementation of these programs.

!

71!

!
The aim of this study is to evaluate CLIL’s implementation in bilingual elementary
schools in Cantabria (Spain) by examining CLIL teachers’ instructional practices. For that, the
following research questions will be answered:
•! What instructional practices do teachers use in their CLIL classes? Do these
practices recognize the dual focus of CLIL on language and content?
•! How are language and content integrated in the classroom? How do teachers
address language issues in content classes?
•! How does the teacher’s previous training impact his/her instructional practices
in CLIL?
In order to answer these questions, the study adopted a multiple case study research
design, in which four cases were analyzed in depth in order to obtain a more detailed picture of
the instructional practices of CLIL teachers in Cantabria and the issues they face in the CLIL
classroom. Data were collected through classroom observations of a complete unit, two
interviews (before and after observations) and the analysis of the syllabus of the course observed.
The large amount of data obtained from these instruments was synthesized fitting the
themes that emerged from the research questions. This analysis was first done within cases,
examining each case in depth and triangulating data from the instruments to answer the research
questions. Later, findings from each case were compared in a cross-case analysis. Findings from
the cross-case analysis answered each of the study’s research questions.
Following a multiple case study design, the analysis of data was done case by case,
presenting a later cross-case analysis.
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Description of the sample
!
The sample of the study consisted of four elementary teachers who were teaching in four
different elementary schools in Cantabria (Spain) with a bilingual program with a focus on CLIL
during the school year 2016-2017. The school district where the study took place was in
Cantabria and comprised 120 elementary schools (both public and charter), and 47 of them had a
bilingual program running in the school year 2016-2017. According to Cantabria’s legislation,
schools including a bilingual program must follow a CLIL methodology (Orden ECD/123/2013,
18 November, in BOC 232, 3 December 2013). Although some secondary schools have bilingual
programs in French and German, English is the predominant language in bilingual programs,
being the only language in elementary bilingual schools. Furthermore, as it was justified earlier
in Chapter 3, only participants teaching at public and charter schools were considered for the aim
of this study, since private schools in Spain have more flexibility to follow the curriculum.
Public and charter (or semi-private) schools are administered by the regional department of
education, but there still are some differences between them. One of these differences has to do
with their hiring policies. While teachers working for a public school must sit for a state exam
(see Chapter 3 for a description) and become civil servants after they pass this public
examination, charter schools, on the other hand, can hire their own teachers and staff directly and
their salaries are paid by public funds from the regional department of education. Regardless of
their differences, being partially funded by the public administration, charter schools have certain
limitations regarding admissions and have flexibility to follow the curriculum.
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Table 8
Teaching experience and training
Teacher 1
Elementary Ed EFL Specialist;
BA Pedagogy

Teacher 2
Elementary Ed;
MA in FL
Spanish

Teacher 3
Elementary Ed Music Specialist

Type of
Teacher
Years
Teaching
Years
teaching
CLIL
CLIL
subjects
taught
Non-CLIL
subjects
taught

Public - Tenured

Public - Interim

Public - Interim

Teacher 4
Elementary Ed PE Specialist;
MA in
Psychomotricity
Charter

28

4

7

14

15

3

3

9

Science;
Art

Science;
Art

Science;
Art

English;
HR

English;
HR

Science;
Art;
Music
Music;
HR

Accredited
l2 level

C1

B2

B2

University
Training

English;
PE;
Music;
HR
B2

In this study, there were three participant teachers who were teaching in public schools,
and one who was teaching in a charter school. Out of the three public school teachers, one of
them was a tenured teacher. Table 8 summarizes the participants’ experience teaching at the
elementary level in general and CLIL in particular, as well as their training background in CLIL.
The sample of this study consisted of three female and one male participant teachers aged
28 to 50. All participants had an undergraduate degree in Elementary Teaching; three of them
with specializations in EFL, Music and Physical Education (PE). Additionally, two teachers had
a Master’s degree in Teaching Spanish as a Foreign Language and in Psychomotricity, and
another participant had Bachelor’s degree in Pedagogy. All participant teachers met the L2
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proficiency requirement established to teach CLIL; three teachers had accredited the minimum
B2 level of English and one had a C1 proficiency level, according to the CEFR.
The total teaching experience of the participants ranged from 4 to 28 years, while the
years of experience teaching in CLIL programs went from 2 to 15 years. Teacher 4 was in charge
of setting up the bilingual program in the school he worked at 9 years ago. As for the subjects
taught, all participants had taught Science and Art in CLIL. It is worth mentioning that two
participant teachers (T2 and T4) had taught English, although none of them were EFL specialists,
and a non-specialist teacher had also taught Music. Additionally, all teachers had experience
teaching home room—all general subjects in L1 (Math, Spanish, Social and Natural Science and
Art in non-bilingual programs). Their background in getting to such proficiency level in the L2
was varied. All participants claimed having experience living in an English-speaking country,
but only two of them had had long stays (over than a year) for studies or work purposes, and
three teachers had received formal instruction in language schools.
Finally, all participants in this study had received some previous training in CLIL;
however, course length and providers varied. Participant Teachers 2 and 3 had received little
training, in fact, one of them referred to it as “not even worth mentioning” (Teacher 2, Interview
1, November 19, 2016), as in both cases it was a CLIL session part of a larger course. The other
two participant Teachers 1 and 4, on the other hand, attended a significant number of training
courses in CLIL, none of them offered by the regional department of education or any other
official institution. One of these teachers claimed receiving some “helpful training” (Teacher 1,
Interview 1, October 26, 2016) by former school—in fact, this teacher was even a trainer of
some CLIL courses—while the second teacher found the training received not very helpful, as it
was very abstract and he would have benefitted more from observing experienced teachers. This
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training was provided by the publisher of the CLIL textbooks that Teacher 4’s school acquired
for most CLIL and non-CLIL subjects in school.
Within-case analysis
!
The following section presents the findings from the data analysis of each case in this
study. Findings are presented by case in relation to the three themes of this study. Data obtained
from the classroom observations, interviews and analysis of the syllabus were analyzed
according to the three themes, which drew on the The European Framework for CLIL Teacher
Education (Marsh et al., 2010) and addressed the study’s three research questions. The themes of
this study were the following:
•! Theme 1 - Dual focus on language and content. Being one of the main themes in this
study, theme 1 englobes the strategies that CLIL teachers used to foster the learning of
language and content in their classes. Findings drew on all three data collection
instruments: observations, interviews and document analysis.
•! Theme 2 - Learning resources and environments. Data from the three data collection
instruments was used to learn what learning resources teachers used in their CLIL classes
and how they provided enriched learning environments for their students.
•! Theme 3 - Methodology, assessment and collaboration. The last theme gathered
information about the methodologies that teachers implemented in their CLIL classes and
the techniques they used to assess their students’ learning. For that aim, data from the
three instruments were used. Additionally, the theme also addressed the collaboration
between CLIL teachers, between CLIL and EFL teachers, and between bilingual schools,
drawing on interviews, primarily.
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In the following sections, data will be presented according to these three themes that
emerged from the data within cases to later present a cross-case analysis of the same data.
Case A: Teacher 1
!
Teacher 1 (T1) was an experienced CLIL teacher who had been teaching CLIL for 15 of
the 28 years of total teaching experience she had in Elementary Education. T1 had a degree in
Elementary Teaching, specialized in EFL teaching as well as a Bachelor’s degree in Teaching.
As for her level of L2 English, T1 was accredited a C1 level, according to the CEFR, and had
significant experience studying and working abroad. Additionally, T1 had obtained a tenured
position in the public system and had been working in the first bilingual school there was in
Cantabria since its beginnings. She admitted that all the training she received in CLIL was during
her time in such school:
The school where I previously worked, as it had an agreement with the British Council,
gave us several training courses in CLIL. One of these courses, for instance, was on
Literacy and Science in Liverpool.
I even taught some CLIL training courses myself. I also attended some courses offered
by the regional department of education, but they’ve offered very few, in general.
Voluntarily, I attended a CLIL course in Oxford, but being in the UK, it addressed CLIL
from the point of view of teaching immigrants, but that is a different context from the one
we have in Spain with CLIL.
Some years before the present study took place, T1 transferred to a different bilingual school,
where she was working at the time of this study, during the school year 2016-2017. This smallsized school was placed in Cantabria’s largest city and it had been bilingual for the past five
school years. The bilingual program of this school included 3 hours of EFL, 2 hours of Science,
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and 2 or 2.5 hours of PE per week taught in English with a focus on CLIL in all grades.
Additionally, grades 1 and 2 also received Art in CLIL. The school had two EFL teachers who
also were in charge of teaching Science; T1 was teaching Science to grades 1, 2 and 4, and EFL
to grades 1 through 4, during the school year 2016-2017. T1 had her own room which was
decorated with several vocabulary posters in English, some had to do with Science and some
others were related to EFL (e.g. phonics, colors, or the alphabet). Additionally, there was a white
board, a smart board and a desktop computer that T1 used in every lesson.
I, the researcher, agreed to observe a unit of Science in grade 4 (a group of 13 students)
for scheduling reasons. T1 taught this unit twice a week for seven lessons, so observations lasted
four weeks. However, a substitute teacher taught during the third lesson, so only the six lessons
taught by T1 were considered for this analysis. The unit topic was Living vs. Non-Living Things Animals. The unit began on the first day after the break, and since Interview 1 needed to be
conducted before observations started, T1 and I, the researcher, met for this purpose before
Christmas break. This interview lasted about 45 minutes and covered the teacher’s
demographics, experience and training, mostly (see Appendix 2). Interview 2 was conducted less
than a week after observations ended. This interview lasted over an hour and T1 answered all the
questions about her teaching practices (see Appendix 2), and some other additional questions that
came up while conducting the observations, such as the role of the second teacher or the
organization of groups. Finally, the syllabus that T1 designed included a chart with three
columns (content, evaluation criteria, and learning standards) and nine rows that corresponded to
the nine content items covered in the unit Living vs. Non-Living Things – Animals.
Additionally, it included a brief outline of each of the seven sessions.
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It was obvious from the beginning that T1 had strong classroom management skills
resulting from her extended experience teaching grade-schoolers. As soon as they entered the
classroom, students went straight to their seats and waited patiently until T1 began with the
lesson. Science class did not include a textbook, so T1 used other resources that she either
adapted from existing ones or created herself and continued to update her own resources from
previous years, as Teacher 1 admitted (personal communication, February 2, 2017):
I look up resources on the Internet, I prepare my own worksheets and even if I find some
worksheet on the Internet, I still have to adapt something, you cannot always use them as
you find them. Even if these are resources from another bilingual teacher, they may not
be adapted to what you want to teach, so you always need to adapt them. It also happens
to me from one year to another. Despite all the years I’ve been working, I still search for
new resources or adapt the ones I already have.
Her motivation for teaching CLIL was not only reflected on her will to update her materials, but
also on her dedication to always better herself as a teacher, having new projects that would
benefit her students’ learning process, as she shared in her interview (Teacher 1, personal
communication, February 2, 2017):
I like teaching English and I think that teaching content in English is even more
motivating because you need to be more creative, think about different ways of making
content more accessible for students, which is difficult.
It takes longer to prepare your lessons, because, of course, most of the times we deal with
specific content vocabulary that we don’t know. If you are an EFL teacher, you don’t
know that specific language; there’s no reason why you should know it. Even if you are a
content teacher, you may not know that vocabulary in English. You may have a good
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command of English but you don’t know that vocabulary, so it takes a bigger effort. I
always say CLIL teachers need willingness for working in a bilingual program; you need
willingness because it is going to be challenging.
Even when I asked T1 to assess herself as a CLIL teacher and her CLIL teaching process, her
answer for both questions was the same: “I still have a lot to learn” (Teacher 1, personal
communication, February 2, 2017). Despite her extensive career and training in CLIL, T1
considered she still needed to continue with her training and update her methods and was in
constant search for new methodologies that would assist her students learn content in L2. Her
most recent interest was cooperative learning, which she was trying to implement in her own
classroom some of the strategies she had been researching about, and was eager to receive
training in such methodologies:
I would like to receive training in cooperative learning. I would like to continue
researching for new strategies and how to implement them in my class, because it’s not
always easy. It is easier in their mother tongue. In English is complicated some times
because of students’ proficiency level in the language. (Teacher 1, personal
communication, February 2, 2017)
T1 was trying some cooperative learning strategies in her classes, which she had researched on
her own. In her Grade 4 Science class, students were sitting in groups of 4 or 5, but not just for
arrangement reasons. Students interacted in pairs and groups and all lessons had several group
activities. The first lesson of the unit began with a think-pair-share activity to brainstorm about
the topic they were going to study, living vs. non-living things. First, students thought about the
topic individually, without writing anything down. After a minute, students shared ideas with a
partner in the group (seats and pairs were assigned by T1) and one of them wrote down the ideas.
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After watching a video of living and non-living things with a song that students already knew
from previous years, all members of each group shared their ideas. Finally, each group shared
their ideas with the rest of the class and T1 wrote them down on the board as a color-coded
diagram (blue for living things and red for non-living things). During this think-pair-share
activity, T1 was walking around the groups, assisting students and guiding them to make
sentences in L2 and making sure every student had the opportunity to share their ideas with the
whole class. Although students talked in L1 when working in small groups, they used content
words and made some sentences in L2 (e.g. “Living things can grow”).
The previously described task is also an example of the importance that T1 gave to
making links between past and new knowledge. When teachers link new knowledge to already
learned content they are helping learners “build a bridge” between what they know and what
they are going to learn, reinforcing the concepts that had already been acquired (Echevarria et
al., 2010). T1 considered it very important to explicitly link the new concepts that they were
going to learn with the content that they had already learned, which she routinely did in all her
lessons “as a way of helping students memorize or acquire a number of content concepts”
(Teacher 1, personal communication, February 2, 2017).
What follows is an account of the major findings from the case analysis of Teacher 1,
according to the three major themes presented earlier in this section of Chapter 4.
Theme 1: Dual focus on language and content
!
In terms of defining the CLIL approach and what bilingual education entails, T1
recognized that CLIL implies “teaching content through a language; teaching content and
language at the same time” and represents “an authentic education. You don’t work with
fictitious structures but you are teaching something that is real” (Teacher 1, personal
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communication, February 2, 2017). In her definition of the approach, T1 acknowledged one of
CLIL’s main premises—that of authentic learning— and some of the core features of CLIL, such
as the equal focus on content and language, and the meaningful learning of content (Coyle et al.,
2010), but her lessons and syllabus showed a preference to content over language. Topics in T1’s
syllabus referred to content knowledge exclusively, and only one learning standard did make
reference to a language outcome, even though it was not clearly defined as such. Her syllabus
identified the following learning standard: “the [learner] understands that all living things carry
out the same life process and explains the basic characteristics of each one” (Teacher 1, course
syllabus, 2017), which incorporated a communicative function (to explain). In order to
successfully accomplish the task of explaining a scientific process, students needed to know the
level-adequate and genre-specific language to appropriately explain in the L2 the characteristics
of living things. To cite an instance, in the first three sessions that covered the characteristics of
living things, students did a think-pair-share activity to brainstorm what they already knew about
the topic, and watched a video and presentation with a description of the kingdoms of living
things, from which they had to complete a small information chart. The last task on this topic
was to make sentences with the information from the charts, which consisted on putting together
the two parts of the sentence from the chart. For that, T1 gave students a model (e.g.
“microorganisms make their own food”). Although these sentences somehow explained the
characteristics of living things, as stated in the syllabus, T1 did not emphasized the structures or
verbs used in those examples to achieve the communicative function of explaining. With the
exception of the above-mentioned instance, her lessons did not include any language objectives,
as suggested by SIOP (Echevarria et al., 2013). Although neither language nor content objectives
were openly shared and reviewed with students, content objectives were implied in all lessons
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while none of them had any language aim. Teacher 1 justified the language focus of her classes
with an emphasis on constant repetition of vocabulary and, principally, on reinforcing oral skills:
I use vocabulary. Sometimes we look for structures that could be repetitive. But mostly
that. Normally, I try to introduce the vocabulary first and then we’ll work on it. Lots of
repetition, not only of linguistic structures, but also content. I always try to go back to
what we learned on the previous session and work from there. I also try to do as many
oral activities as possible, so they are able to listen, to talk, even if they don’t do it
correctly, and everyone has the opportunity to talk, to express themselves [in English].
That is why I try to do quite a few group activities. (Teacher 1, personal communication,
February 2, 2017)
However, that vocabulary T1 referred to in her interview—and that was observed in her lessons
and earlier described in this section—only dealt with content vocabulary related to the topic,
omitting two important aspects of academic vocabulary: general academic vocabulary (crosscurricular terms and language processes and functions) and morphology of words (Echevarria et
al., 2010; Echevarria et al., 2013). In fact, she admitted fostering learners’ metalinguistic
awareness in her EFL classes rather than in CLIL Science. With vocabulary and tasks focused on
content learning and practice, her CLIL classes slightly leaned towards content rather than
language.
With her background as EFL specialist, T1’s CLIL teaching practices and beliefs were
clearly influenced by the communicative approach and the general misinterpretation of this
approach as predominantly oral, in which communication is reduced to language practice, as
suggested in Coyle et al., 2010 (p. 33). She gave preference to oral communication over written
skills; in fact, none of the lessons observed included any reading practice, and very little writing.
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Nevertheless, being herself the EFL teacher of that same group of students, T1 admitted using
her EFL lessons, whenever possible, to reinforce certain aspects that were being studied in her
CLIL Science class:
I do have a textbook in English class, so sometimes, if possible, when there is a unit in
English related to the Science topic, even if it doesn’t follow the order [of the syllabus], I
use it at the same time. For example, now, I am teaching animals in grades 1 and 2 in
CLIL Science, and there is a unit on animals in EFL, so I teach that unit at the same time.
Whenever possible, we reinforce vocabulary and structures, for example, ‘kangaroos eat’
or ‘kangaroos can walk.’ (Teacher 1, personal communication, February 2, 2017)
Even in the CLIL Science lessons observed, T1 focused on certain grammatical aspects. For
instance, in lesson 2, when opposing the characteristics of non-living things to those of living
things, T1 focused on the correct use of the auxiliary don’t or the negation form of can, which
she wrote down on the board for students to see while doing the task. She walked around as
students were working in groups, and guided them to elicit the correct answer and also gave
them feedback with a focus on form. For example, a student said in English “no reproduce” and
T1 repeated “don’t reproduce” with an emphasis on the auxiliary verb as a recast (Lyster, 2004).
Theme 2: Learning environments and resources
!
Theme 1 already addressed the emphasis that T1 repeatedly put on group work and oral
interaction, which was obvious in her interviews and observations. Her interest in cooperative
learning was also apparent in the seating arrangement of her CLIL classroom. Students sat in
mix-ability groups, “so they help each other” (Teacher 1, personal communication, February 2,
2017), that is why T1 also assigned the seats inside each group, made of four or five students.
When there was an activity in which students had to work in pairs, students worked with the
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person sitting next to them. One of the tasks in session 4 was to complete an information test in
pairs that T1 previously set up. Students read the sheet in pairs, quietly, and circled the types of
vertebrates that they could find. Although most students used the L1 while working together,
they used the vocabulary words and expressions related to content in English and shared their
answers to the class in L2. Teacher 1 acknowledged that was a risk she took when doing group
activities: “You risk that students speak in Spanish, but then I always ask them what did you talk
about? What were your conclusions? And they will always have to use at least some L2”
(Teacher 1, personal communication, February 2, 2017). Moreover, T1 constantly encouraged
students to use the L2 in her CLIL Science classes as she did herself, too.
Teacher 1 very seldom used the L1 in the lessons observed, and in the rare instances she
spoke in Spanish in class, it was usually for classroom management (“¿Por qué haces ese
ruido?...Why are you making that noise?”) or to assist a student who did not understand the task.
An example of the latter was when a student was trying to put together a sentence to describe a
characteristic of living things, and to assist her, T1 assisted her with a prompt and a question in
Spanish: “it starts…¿qué hace? (what does it do?)… [using gestures] it grows”. Teacher 1
(personal communication, February 2, 2017) also admitted that supporting certain students with
the L1 was necessary in some exceptional cases:
When you observe that they still don’t understand the content, despite using visuals or
adapting the content, or with children who are not able to explain it, then sometimes it is
[necessary to use the L1]; you have no choice.
Teacher 1 used several techniques to make content accessible to learners in the L2 (these
techniques will be described in Theme 3). One of these techniques was facilitating the use of
learning strategies for students. According to Echevarria et al. (2013), the SIOP classifies these
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strategies under cognitive, metacognitive and language learning strategies. Although T1 admitted
not deliberately planning for learning strategies beforehand and they were not reflected as part of
the unit objectives in the syllabus, some of these strategies—particularly cognitive—were
observed in her lessons, namely identifying important information from a text and using graphic
organizers.
Finally, as for learning resources, her lessons always included some type of audiovisual
material, either an explanatory video or song with a cartoon video, with an accompanying
worksheet. These audiovisual resources were uploaded to the class blog, so students could have
access to them from home at any time. Videos and songs were carefully chosen, considering the
level of difficulty of the language used, that they preferably included subtitles, and that they were
attractive to students (all the videos played in the lessons observed were cartoon videos that
additionally displayed tags with vocabulary words). The use of visual materials provides context
for the highly-decontextualized content language, CALP (Cummins 1981; Navés, 2002; Bertaux
et al., 2010; Marsh et al., 2012; Echevarria et al., 2013). As it was earlier described in this
section, T1 designed her own learning materials, searched on the Internet for resources and also
from published CLIL Science textbook, but always adapting them, even the latter:
I take ideas from the Internet or from published [CLIL Science] textbooks, but you have
to adapt them; even textbooks you can’t use them like that. There are some schools that
use them, but for me it would be the same you do in Spanish Science class: textbook, and
they learn the content, which is very complicated because, of course, it’s in a second
language and it is hard for the student to learn it. So, you need to adapt it to them
somehow, break it down for them, scaffold. (Teacher 1, personal communication,
February 2, 2017)
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That was what she did in her lessons. Teacher 1 effectively and frequently used scaffolding
techniques in her class to assist students’ understanding of content concepts. Apart from pairing
up more-advanced students with those who could benefit from their help in activities, T1 also
used other scaffolding techniques “to go step by step and build up [knowledge] from there”
(Teacher 1, personal communication, February 2, 2017). One example of this was one of the
activities described earlier in which students watched a presentation about the kingdoms of living
things and completed an information chart, putting a checkmark in the corresponding box
according to the information they had seen in the presentation. From that chart, they made
complete sentences in English to describe the characteristics of living things. She always gave
clear explanations of tasks, and provided an example so students knew what they were expected
to do. Several times, as it has been discussed here, T1 provided aid to students to elicit more
information and help them build the write sentence. The teacher also provided pronunciation
scaffolding and paraphrased students’ answers when they made mistakes.
Theme 3: Methodology, assessment and collaboration
!
When she was asked about her CLIL teaching methodology and the strategies she used in
her classes, T1 highlighted three features: adaptation of content to the students’ level by
simplifying it, making content attractive for students as a way of motivating them with songs and
videos, and getting students involved in oral activities. Themes 1 and 2 already addressed the
resources that T1 used and her emphasis on oral activities. As for the third feature of her CLIL
teaching methodology, adapting content to students’ level, the observations and syllabus showed
partly differently.
There was some adaptation of content to the different levels of L2 proficiency.
Additionally, although T1 used lots of visual resources, activities were not meaningful to
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students. Activities always included a traditional fill-in the blank activity that was related to the
video watched. There were no authentic activities that represented students’ realities (Echevarria
et al., 2010), making learning abstract, when, paradoxically, T1 believed that CLIL represented a
“more authentic education for learners”. Her lessons did not include any hands-on materials,
manipulatives or realia that could assist less proficient learners to understand the concept and be
engaged (Snow et al., 1989; Navés, 2002; Bertaux et al., 2010; Coyle et al., 2010; Echevarria et
al., 2013), something that Teacher 1 (personal communication, February 2, 2017) found as the
main disadvantage of CLIL teaching:
As years go by and students advance, then, of course, the contents we need to teach are
more complex, so sometimes it is difficult to convey such contents in an accessible and
easy way for all students. And that’s another problem we face, that many times, children
disconnect when you speak in English to them, instead of paying closer attention so they
can understand. So, staying focused on another language is difficult, and even more so for
students with difficulties.
In addition to including audiovisual resources, the use of hands-on materials and meaningful
authentic activities, as SIOP suggests (Echevarria et al., 2013, p. 43), could make content more
motivating and accessible to all learners’ proficiency levels and help T1 solve this issue.
Furthermore, fostering the use of higher order thinking skills together with lower thinking skills
in activities and questions would also maintain students’ attention and cognitive engagement,
which is the basis for effective learning to occur (Echevarria et al., 2013; Navés, 2002; Bertaux
et al., 2010; Coyle et al., 2010; Marsh et al., 2012). However, none of the tasks observed
attended to higher-order thinking skills. Instead, activities addressed lower thinking skills, such
as remembering (e.g. brainstorming previous knowledge, recognizing the characteristics of living
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and non-living things from a video or presentation) and understanding (e.g. classifying and
comparing living and non-living things according to their characteristics) information, according
to Bloom’s Taxonomy (1956). In fact, the learning standards that T1 established for the unit at
hand in her course syllabus—based on the official curriculum from Cantabria for grade 4 for
Ciencias Naturales (Science in Spanish)—almost exclusively used the lower levels in Bloom’s
Taxonomy, revised by Anderson and Krathwohl (2001), using the verbs identify, recognize,
understand and classify to describe the learning standards. Only one of the learning standards
made reference to a higher order skill. The topic was “first approaches to scientific activity and
the scientific method. Use of different information sources (direct and indirect). Use of ICTs”
(Teacher 1, personal communication, October 26, 2016) and the learning standard was “With
help, [student] selects and organizes specific and relevant information; analyzes it and draws
conclusions; reflects on the experience and the process; presents the results” (Teacher 1, personal
communication, October 26, 2016). Nevertheless, neither the topic nor the learning standard
were observed in any of the lessons.
Review was almost exclusively centered in content concepts, and was usually done at the
beginning of each lesson, reviewing what was learned on previous sessions, but there was little
or no review of either content or vocabulary at the end of each session. However, during the last
session of the topic, one of the tasks was a reviewing activity that took up almost the whole
period of class. Teacher 1 gave students a worksheet with content vocabulary and concepts they
had learned in this unit and in previous years. The worksheet consisted of several bullet points
with information on the criteria for classifying animals. Each description had a word missing
students had to complete from the word bank provided. Students first had to read the whole
exercise and think of the information missing for about two minutes. After that time, they
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worked in pairs to fill out the sheet. When they finished, T1 did a group correction, displaying
the worksheet on the smart board and typing the missing information in a different color, so all
students could see it and correct their own worksheets. Teacher 1 called students to give answers
reading complete sentences, as she provided scaffolding for accuracy, sentence construction and
pronunciation. In general, T1 provided inconsistent feedback to students, and it was mostly
negative; she rarely gave any positive feedback in the lessons observed.
Finally, the course syllabus did not address the issue of assessment, i.e. how students
were assessed (formally or informally) or the assessment criteria. The only data regarding this
matter was what T1 shared in her interview:
On a daily basis, we assess their participation, their involvement in class, their work, that
their work is well presented, home work. And then, at the end of each unit, they take a
short written test. But daily, we assess them with the questions we ask them about what
they have learned on the previous session.
Case B: Teacher 2
!
Teacher 2 (T2) was a licensed elementary teacher, and additionally possessed a Master’s
degree in teaching Spanish as a foreign language. She had been actively teaching for four years
in the public system, although she did not have a permanent position yet, which meant she was
moving from school to school each year. Having an accredited B2 level of English (the only
official requirement to qualify to work in a public bilingual school), she had been teaching CLIL
for three years—including the academic year when the present study took place—which she
acknowledged that “it was an imposition, and you begin to accept it, because you know that as a
home room teacher, if you are accredited [as bilingual teacher], you will always have to [teach at
least one CLIL course]” (Teacher 2, personal communication, February 20, 2017). For three
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years, T2 had been a home room (HR) teacher, which meant she taught Spanish, Math, Ciencias
Naturales y Sociales (Natural and Social Sciences in Spanish), Art in L2, and Science in L2 to
the same group of students.1 Teacher 2 admitted she did not like this arrangement and showed
her disagreement with the department of education using the label ‘bilingual’ to refer to these
types of programs, when in fact, as she admitted, the programs did not develop the second
language enough to be called bilingual:
Students don’t switch from one language to another. They see the EFL teacher and know
that with that teacher it’s English only, but since you teach them courses in L1, they want
you to translate into Spanish.
I consider that one lesson of Science a week is really insufficient and it is inadequate to
call these schools bilingual. In just one lesson you don’t have time to do anything; they
cannot be bilingual in that way. Accordingly, it is not bilingual either if the CLIL teacher
is an interim teacher, as it is usually the case, he/she just got accredited a B2 in L2 and
has no idea how to teach Science. Then, well, those students will get through the year
learning some basic vocabulary from the unit, but that isn’t ‘bilingual’. There should be
more continuity, but there are not enough qualified [CLIL] teachers. That’s it, there isn’t
enough qualified teachers. [The regional department of education] turns to interim
teachers and, many times, if this happens during their first years of teaching, interims,
unless they self-trained themselves in CLIL and are really good in this area, they won’t
do more than that [teaching basic vocabulary]. (Teacher 2, personal communication,
February 20, 2017)

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
1

Most bilingual schools in Cantabria do not have a full bilingual program; they teach less than 25% of the
curriculum in L2, and usually Science is taught in both L1 and L2.
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Regarding her own training in CLIL, T2 had attended a three-week course abroad where they
addressed CLIL very briefly, and she considered it did not help her in any way in her CLIL
teaching methodology. She had been actively seeking training courses in this area, but admitted
that the regional department of education did not offer any courses on CLIL methodology to
teachers, “absolutely nothing2” (Teacher 2, personal communication, February 20, 2017). She
also stressed the fact that she needed that training, “particularly in methodology, on how to put
[CLIL] into practice, how to motivate students, how to organize a unit” (Teacher 2, personal
communication, October 26, 2017) and that she would like to have a resource bank from which
she could have access to already-made materials, so she would not have to “get by on my own”,
as Teacher 2 admitted (personal communication, October 26, 2017). She also considered it
necessary to have a CLIL training requirement for all CLIL teachers, which should be facilitated
by the regional government of education “either in the summers or during the school year, but
they should definitely offer more training” (Teacher 2, personal communication, February 20,
2017). Just the same, T2 considered that a B2 level of English was not enough for CLIL teachers,
but neither was a higher proficiency level alone. Teacher 2 believed that, in addition to having a
minimum proficiency level of L2, CLIL teachers should also “have some knowledge about
English teaching” (personal communication, February 20, 2017).
As explained earlier, Teacher 2 was an interim teacher, which meant she had passed the
official state exam for public teachers, but did not get a permanent position, yet. This situation
implied she had to switch from school to school every year. When the present study took place,
T2 was working in an elementary school running a bilingual program, which in fact was the first
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
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The regional department of education offered a course for elementary CLIL teachers on how to use higher order
thinking skills in CIL lessons, to which I, the researcher, attended as a guest. The course took place four months
after this interview took place, but only 10 teachers attended, including T1. The rest of the teachers in this study did
not attend.
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public elementary school with a bilingual program in Cantabria. The school was a small- to
medium-sized school in a rural area not far from the biggest city in Cantabria. One of the
particularities of this school was that, in conjunction with the British Council, the school’s
curriculum combined the Spanish general curriculum and the British curriculum, which meant
that, instead of EFL classes, students took Literacy—taught by native English teachers—and
Natural Science was an independent course; i.e. opposite to what was common in other bilingual
schools in the region, this school taught the whole subject of Natural Science only in English,
there was not a Ciencias Naturales course, although the content, learning standards and
evaluation criteria of Natural Science followed the Spanish curriculum and included content
from the British Council curriculum, most of it culture-related.
The syllabus (Teacher 2, course syllabus, 2016) provided a comprehensive description of
the course on Science for 4th grade. It included a detailed list of topics for each content unit
(according to Cantabria’s official curriculum and the British Council), and the scheduling of the
10 units by trimester (3 units in the first and third trimesters, and 4 units in the second
trimester)—although, as previously mentioned, T2 did not follow this schedule. The syllabus
also included a detailed description of the evaluation criteria and learning standards (exclusively
taken from the official curricula of Cantabria and Spain), and the assessment criteria for this
course, of which 60% referred to content exclusively (evenly divided into classroom work, tasks,
and written tests) while the remaining 40% was devoted to assess the student’s attitude towards
the course, and his/her engagement and effort in class. Additionally, the syllabus included a
section describing the cross-curricular competences of the course and how it contributed to the
different school projects and education plan, which included the promotion of foreign languages
with a focus on English. The last three sections of the syllabus corresponded to the course’s
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methodology, materials and resources, and achievement indicators of teacher’s practices and
teaching progress.
In the school year 2016/17, Teacher 2 taught Science exclusively to grades 4 and 5, but
the observations took place in her grade 4 classes only. Although there was only one group in
year 4, it was divided into two smaller groups for two of the three sessions per week of Science.
The remaining session took place with the whole group of 19 students. The division of the group
was made by their home room teacher, but T2 was unsure their HR teacher followed any
rationale for this division. During the first interview, in which T2 shared her academic
experience, educational background and training, among other topics (see Appendix 2), we
decided to start the observations after Christmas break, when T2 would start the third unit of the
course, on the topic Nutrition and Heath. However, the first week after the break T2 finished a
unit she had not finished before Christmas, so observations began in mid January. In that first
meeting, T2 was not able to provide an approximate number of sessions for the unit, and
admitted that the duration of the unit would be based on the activities they were going to do
(particularly the experiments) and on how students were acquiring the content of the unit.
Although her syllabus included a year-long schedule of the units by trimester, it became apparent
during observations that T2 did not plan her lessons according to the program in the course
syllabus. In fact, the observed unit appeared as the second unit of the syllabus to be taught in the
first trimester. Nevertheless, it was a more arduous task for her to prepare CLIL Science lessons
than to prepare for the same class in Spanish, as Teacher 2 (personal communication, February
20, 2017) recognized:
There is more preparation [in CLIL] than there is in Ciencias, and unless you have some
years of teaching experience, at the beginning is harder. To me it is harder. I spend many
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hours finding the vocabulary I want them to learn or preparing an experiment, for
example, while in Spanish I would only have to prepare the experiment and that’s it. But
[in CLIL] I have to plan a whole process for the student to learn the vocabulary, the
content, and assess it. In Spanish is more natural because students already know that
animal or the basic vocabulary. It also takes longer for students, because it takes you [the
teacher] much longer if you want to carry out the unit well, because at the end, you can
summarize the information in Spanish in just one day, but in English you need to teach
everything with a much bigger effort.
We met a few days after the last observation for Interview 2 (see Appendix 2), which lasted 45
minutes. Classes usually took place in the lab room which had three big work tables and stools
around them. There was a desktop computer, a projector and a whiteboard. There were also
posters that displayed different scientific vocabulary in English, and a book shelf where students
kept their notebooks (students did not have a text book for this course). As a lab room, there
were also other scientific materials, such as a skeleton for example, but they were in storage, and
not displayed in the room. The usual routine included T2 walking the group of students from
their HR classroom to the lab room, where they sat in an unsystematic way around three big lab
tables.
According to the syllabus, the unit included the following topics based on the learning
standards for Ciencias Naturales for 4th grade of elementary education, drawn from the official
curriculum of Cantabria: digestive system (organs and functions), respiratory system (organs and
functions), difference between eating habits and nutrition, classification of nutrients, food
pyramid, healthy lifestyle (taking care of the digestive and respiratory systems. Prevention),
technological advances in food, first aid, empathic behaviors, and rules of coexistence and
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solution to conflicts. Additionally, the unit included two topics from the British Council
curriculum: main meals of the day and differences between Spanish and British meals, and
physical activity. However, during the ten lessons observed, only two topics were taught in depth
(digestive system and the food pyramid), while there were three other topics that T2 addressed
only superficially. Therefore, there were seven content topics in this unit that T2 did not teach.
Despite the omission of nearly half of the content topics, it sill took 10 one-hour sessions for T2
to cover the unit.
Theme 1: Dual focus on language and content
!
Content had a predominant role for T2, which was evident in the observed lessons and
her answers to the interview questions. Teacher 2 (personal communication, February 20, 2017)
defined CLIL teaching as “teaching Science in English” and added that the problem with this
was that, many times, teachers (including herself) “omit linguistic content and focus on the
acquisition of the content concepts. In my case, not necessarily teaching linguistic concepts,
because so far I am not doing that, but focusing on content only” (Teacher 2, personal
communication, February 20, 2017). Her definition of CLIL and her resulting classroom
practices result from a preconceived belief that students miss on content when learning in a
second language, because they do not have the proficiency in L2 to understand certain content
concepts, which consequently, she identified as one of CLIL’s issues for students and teachers:
A disadvantage of bilingual education is that, not that we are losing [content], but I don’t
teach as much content as I would if I were teaching in Spanish. I don’t go in depth into
the topics and my explanations. With my fourth-grade students, I’m just happy if they
understand the concepts superficially, while in Spanish we would go further. Maybe [both
languages] could be combined to make it perfect. Another problem is how much they
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understand; I give them tests, ask them questions and I know some students understand
everything, they almost understand the lesson in Science, but those are the fewest. Most
of them just understand the basics, and an important percentage remembers almost
nothing. (Teacher 2, personal communication, February 20, 2017)
Researchers like Holt Reynolds or Lortie argued that teachers’ beliefs are determinant of their
teaching practices (as cited in Phipps and Borg, 2009, p. 381) and, in this case, T2’s beliefs that
she shared several times in her interviews (like the example above) were also present in her
lessons. Believing that students were not able to understand content and communicate in L2 had
caused that students did not even try to use English for activities or classroom communication,
despite it being something they were used to doing in nearly half of their classes, as being part of
a bilingual program. During classroom observations, it was concluded that T2 did not encourage
her students to use the L2 to communicate in class—although she was under the impression that
she did—particularly during activities or to answer her questions. In fact, at times, some students
were unintentionally discouraged by the teacher when they were trying to communicate in
English, as the following example illustrates. At the beginning of the first session observed, two
students were trying to share with T2 that they suggested the topic of cancer in their assembly.3
However, T2 was not understanding what they were saying and asked them questions in L1,
instead of English, so students ended up explaining what they meant in Spanish.
In all lessons observed, T2 frequently code-switched in nearly all her utterances, mostly
from English into Spanish, but also from Spanish into English. They included explanations of
content concepts, but also the classroom language that L2 learners need to interact with their
peers and teachers in the L2 environment—what Coyle et al. (2010, p. 37) called language for
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
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As part of the British Council curriculum in this school, once a week, the whole school met in an assembly with
their HR teachers where they discussed school-related issues, such as activities and fund raisings, for example.
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learning. Sentences such as “I’m only explaining once…solo lo voy a explicar una vez”, “you
must add…añadir” or “let’s put it here…vamos a ponerlo aquí” are some examples of T2’s
code-switching in class for classroom commands and everyday language. This code-switching to
L1 to repeat the same information she said in L2 seemed to be triggered by the T2’s selfperceived learners’ low proficiency in L2. The only instances observed when T2 encouraged her
students to use the L2 were when asking for some classroom material (e.g. a pencil, the
sharpener) or when a student asked her to use the toilet in L1 and she repeated the question in
English “Can I go to the toilet?”. Contradictorily, Teacher 2 believed she fostered the learners’
use and development of Basic Interpersonal Communication Skills or BICS (Cummins, 2000) in
her classes, trying to “have them ask me to go to the toilet or ask for things in English, which I
still don’t get them to do in grade 4, but I am always on top of them like can’t you say this in
English?” (Teacher 2, personal communication, February 20, 2017). In fact, the methodology
described in the course syllabus placed great importance on using the communicative approach
and focusing on the development of the learner’s communicative skills through authentic
communication in L2. However, in practice, not only did she hinder the use of language for
learning, but T2 also overlooked the language of learning (Coyle, 2000, 2002), specific to the
content matter that would enable learners to access the content concepts in L2. As an example, in
the first lesson observed, which introduced the topic of nutrition and health, T2 began the unit
with a PowerPoint slide that introduced the unit concepts in L1 and only the title of the unit was
in L2. Similarly, when T2 introduced the topic of the digestive system, she played a video about
the topic in L1, and told students she was playing the video in Spanish so they could understand
it. This meant that the first approach to the content concepts and vocabulary was in the L1 (the
video briefly explained the digestive system’s functions and parts. In that same session, T2
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played a second video on the topic, also in L1, and she simultaneously translated some of the
words into English. The third video she played to explain the digestive system was in English,
but T2 stopped after each vocabulary word to translate into L1. At the end of the lesson T2
approached me, the observer, and justified her use of L1 videos—without being asked—by
saying she was following the recommendations of other CLIL teachers in her school. She
believed that the content was so difficult that, unless she taught it in Spanish, students would not
understand it.
Moreover, T2 alluded to her own experience and the issues she had faced (and was still
doing) as a relatively novice CLIL teacher, although she did not mention them directly. While
Teacher 2 (personal communication, November 19, 2016) admitted being “okay” with her B2
level of English during the first interview, when asked about whether the minimum required
level of B2 in Cantabria was sufficient to teach CLIL at the end of the second interview, she
admitted she did not consider it enough and emphasized the fact that knowing English and
teaching a content subject in English were different issues:
It’s not the same having a B2 level of English, which is okay, than [teaching CLIL]. I had
my first experience three years ago, and it wasn’t the same. It’s not the same as knowing
English, and it’s not the same as…You feel like a teacher of nothing. You need to have a
certain level of English, but you also need to have some knowledge about the field of
English [teaching]. Unless you’ve had some previous training or studied about [CLIL]
before, it’s impossible. (Teacher 2, personal communication, February 20, 2017)
She continued by pointing at the obstacles CLIL teachers face as a result of the system’s
deficiencies, which she was experiencing herself in her first years of teaching, as explained by
Teacher 2 (personal communication, February 20, 2017) in the following quote:
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The main characteristic that any CLIL teacher should have is to know about English
[teaching] because, otherwise, it implies a training effort and a threat for students, who
risk of not understanding what they teach them or of getting wrong information.
The main problem is that CLIL teacher training in Cantabria is insufficient and subject to
the teacher’s personal initiative. There isn’t time available for collaboration with other
teachers, sharing [resources and ideas] nor is there enough trained teachers. That’s the
problem, there aren’t enough trained teachers. [The regional department of education]
turns to interim teachers, who unless are well trained by own choice, they won’t do much.
While it was obvious T2 was doing everything she could to teach her CLIL classes as well as she
could, her lack of training and experience in this area together with a lack of knowledge of
second language acquisition drove her to focus exclusively on content. Her fear of transmitting
wrong information if using the L2 exclusively in her CLIL lessons or, simply not knowing any
strategies to make content accessible to students, led her to over code switch, so the input that
students were exposed to was not authentic, and that included not only her lectures, but she also
translated videos, texts and other resources used in her classes, as described earlier. Other than
the above-explained situations in which T2 code-switched to give the same information in the
L1, several instances were observed in which she code-switched in the same sentence from L2 to
L1, usually to explain content concepts that were more difficult. Some examples are the
following utterances pronounced by Teacher 2 in the observed lessons, “the fats and lipids…las
grasas, ¿Dónde las encontramos? (English translation: Where are fats found?)”; “it’s a
mass…una papilla…and the enzymes…las encimas la terminan de romper (English translation:
The enzymes break them down completely)”; and “A nutrient…un nutrient especial porque no
lo podemos fabricar (English translation: a special nutrient because we cannot produce it).”
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As a consequence of what has been previously described in this section, her lessons did
not include any language objectives. Teacher 2 did not introduce or emphasize key content
vocabulary and, as she openly admitted, she omitted any reference to academic language or the
language specific to the area of Science. Activities did not provide any language practice, and
none of the lessons observed incorporated any task in which students had the opportunity to
apply content and language—not even the former alone. While T2 planned her lessons in the
same way for each unit, she did not plan for any integration of content and language, or for any
language practice in general. As an example, in the first lesson observed, which introduced the
topic of nutrition and health, T2 began the unit with a PowerPoint slide that introduced the unit
concepts in L1 and only the title of the unit was in L2. From there, instead of introducing the
vocabulary and the content topics, she asked students to copy the unit title on their notebooks
and decorate them with markers and drawings. Once they finished drawing and coloring, T2
showed a slide with the following sentence in L2: “We are what we eat” and asked students to
share their ideas on what they thought this could mean. Although it was meant as a brainstorm
activity, students did not have time to think about their ideas individually or share them with a
partner. Instead, some students (the most advanced) shared some ideas in L1. The next slide
showed pictures of people with health problems, such as fatigue, hair loss, or eating disorders,
and T2 explained those issues are the result of bad eating habits, the result of nutrient deficiency.
Then, she showed a slide with the question “What are nutrients?” on it. Students started sharing
what they remembered from previous years about the six nutrients, in L1 and, instead of
encouraging students to give answers in English, T2 repeated some of the answers in L2 and also
translated some concepts into Spanish (e.g. “lipids, fats: grasas”).
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According to Teacher 2, she always tried to incorporate activities that were meaningful to
students in her lessons. She particularly emphasized the use of experiments, although these were
not observed in this unit, as neither were meaningful activities. Instead, she particularly focused
on manipulatives, such as a flip-book, and drawing and coloring the food pyramid. While these
tasks could provide good content and language practice, activities did not have a clear objective,
and focused on two content topics that were already known by students from previous years (six
nutrients and the food pyramid). The learning standards referring to these two topics were
identified in the course syllabus as “[the learner] builds a food pyramid and uses it to prepare a
healthy diet” and “[the learner] classifies nutrients paying attention to the function they perform
and associates them to the foods where they can be found” (Teacher 2, course syllabus, 2016);
however, in her lectures and the tasks she designed (like those previously described), T2 only
addressed them partially, obviating the application part of each standard. Learners built a food
pyramid, but did not use it to make a healthy diet; in the same way, they classified some foods
according to the nutrient, but neither identified their functions nor classified nutrients
accordingly. Teacher 2 emphasized the receptive aspect of learning, while she did not design
tasks for students to put that knowledge into practice, making content much more meaningful for
them and providing, at the same time, opportunities for L2 practice, (Snow et al., 1989;
Echevarria et al., 2013; Coyle et al., 2010; Marsh et al., 2012).
Once again, her caution about addressing L2 issues and her belief that students were
missing on content due to their (she believed) low proficiency in L2, led T2 to overly simplifying
concepts to the extent of dumbing-down content.
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Theme 2: Learning environments and resources
!
Teacher 2 admitted spending a long time in lesson preparation and finding resources, a
more arduous task for her than planning for Ciencias Naturales (Natural Science in Spanish),
because not only did she have to find resources and plan the activities but she also had to study
the unit vocabulary. In general, her lesson planning process was always the same for every unit,
as Teacher 2 (personal communication, February 20, 2017) described:
Usually, I go to some Science textbooks first to see how they organize a unit, then I look
up experiments in all the books we have on experiments, and a third step is going online
to go through all the videos and practice activities. After that, I try to put it all together,
we could say, as a lesson plan. We start with something motivating, like a video, and then
some theory, and then on that same day they do an exercise that would make the theory
more enjoyable. Alternate theory and practice, with a worksheet or experiment.
In this case, the subject of Science did not include a course book, so T2 had to design all the
materials she used in her lessons. She mostly used worksheets from Science textbooks and
teacher’s guides, experiments (one or two per unit), and videos, with the aim of—as she
admitted— including “a short video, some theory and a small experiment”. She praised her
school’s library had a great variety of resources available for teachers, as she admitted it was not
common in other schools she had taught where she had to turn to the Internet, which was very
time-consuming. Although Science lesson preparation was a laborious process, she felt it was
enriching for her as a teacher and, consequently, for her students:
When I taught Ciencias [Science in L1], honestly, I did not use as many different
resources, such as teacher’s guides to compare them and extract the best from them. I also
erred in not planning as many experiments as I have [this year]. Not being tied to a
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textbook favor [the use of more resources]. (Teacher 2, personal communication,
February 20, 2017)
Accordingly, in the observed unit, T2 used videos to introduce the content concepts,
manipulatives, and short worksheets. Instead of an experiment, learners made a food pyramid on
a poster. While these resources were interactive and visual, the tasks designed with such
materials strayed from the objective of the subject of Science, which was to acquire the content
concepts appropriate for the age group of learners, as outlined in her syllabus. By way of
illustration, the flip-book activity, in which students wrote one nutrient in each flap. Teacher 2
had previously put the flip books together for each student, and they copied the nutrients from
the teacher’s model. For the second manipulative observed in the unit, T2 showed a picture of
the food pyramid—randomly picked from the Internet—and asked students to copy it in their
notebooks, making drawings and coloring it. Additionally, and before learners had finished the
first task, T2 provided a big blank poster board for each table and asked students to, again, copy
the food pyramid in groups and draw pictures of the different foods that go in each level of the
pyramid. This could be a good activity to practice new learning, instead, all students in class had
already learned the different nutrients and the food pyramid, but instead of developing those
topics with new concepts, learners did not have the opportunity to apply content and language
knowledge, since they directly copied the pyramid from the board.
Favoring learning strategies and using scaffolding techniques as ways to assist students in
their learning process, as encouraged by SIOP (Echeverria et al, 2013) and CLIL pedagogies
(Coyle et al., 2010) were also present in the syllabus, as part of the course’s methodology: “The
teacher will favor the strengthening and extension of the learners’ communicative and learning
strategies […] and support learners with their production of L2 by using different scaffolding
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strategies” (Teacher 2, course syllabus, 2017). The only way in which T2 favored the
development of learning strategies was by telling students the important concepts they should
highlight in a text they read. Surprisingly, when asked about the scaffolding strategies she used
in her CLIL lessons, she did not know what it was, although she had “heard about it a lot”
(Teacher 2, personal communication, February 20, 2017); consequently, it was observed very
rarely—for example, she provided a model of the flip book students had to make, but it was not
common to observe other strategies, in particular, regarding L2 scaffolding.
Interaction was mostly teacher dominated, despite the teacher’s determination for having
interactive and motivating activities and the explicit reference to it in the syllabus: “The L2
works as a means to access learning and construct knowledge, and oral exchanges and
communication will be introduced from the beginning” (Teacher 2, personal communication,
February 20, 2017). While the setting of the classroom was favorable for developing group-work
and interactive tasks, T2 did not use any rationale for arranging students in the lab room, which
had three big tables. As it was observed in T2’s classroom, learners sat randomly in uneven
groups, with the only motivation of sitting with their closest peers. Additionally, none of the
observed tasks aimed at interaction and the few group activities T2 carried out were quite
unstructured, so learners worked, in fact, individually. As an example, session four took place in
the group’s HR classroom, where desks were arranged in groups of four. The activity that
Teacher 2 had designed was thought as a jigsaw activity in which each group of students was
assigned an essential nutrient (as there were four groups of students and six nutrients, T2
combined the six nutrients into four) and, in their groups, they had to think of foods that included
such nutrient. For that, they used supermarket pamphlets. However, her instructions, although in
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L1, were not detailed and did not show an aim for the task. As a consequence, learners were
merely cutting and pasting pictures of food (in L1 Spanish) in their flip-books.
As described earlier, T2 neither focused on the linguistic aspect of CLIL nor reinforced
the use of L2 in her Science lessons. She recurrently code switched in her speech, using both
intra- and inter-sentential code switching in several different contexts, which probably favored
students not being engaged in the lesson by being aware that a follow-up explanation in L1
would come after the teacher’s L2 statement. Teacher 2, nevertheless, found it necessary to
provide content in L1, as she explained in her interview 2 (personal communication, February
20, 2017):
[I use] Spanish for general instructions, after telling them in English; when I feel they did
not understand me; to summarize and make sure that the students who don’t get [the
content] in English, will get at least something in Spanish; for discipline when they start
acting up; or when they ask me [in Spanish] and I forget and answer [in Spanish], too.
I find it more and more necessary to give them a small [summary in Spanish] after an
explanation in English to make sure they understood, particularly if you feel that some
students are not following. Even a minute or two in Spanish at the end, I believe it’s very
positive.
As an example of this, T2 played some introductory videos in Spanish instead of English. At the
end of the unit, when introducing the digestive system, she played two videos that described the
system, its parts and functions in Spanish. In that session, she came to me, the observer, and
admitted she played the video in L1 because the content was very difficult for students and they
would not understand it in English. She was considering “teaching one whole session, or half of
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a session, in Spanish to introduce the main content concepts of the unit” (Teacher 2, personal
communication, February 20, 2017).
Theme 3: Methodology, assessment and collaboration
The section on methodology in Teacher 2’s syllabus put special emphasis on the learning
of the L2, and more particularly on some of CLIL’s fundamentals, such as the use of
communicative tasks or language scaffolding, for instance. The following are some excerpts
from the syllabus (Teacher 2, 2016):
The content in the subject of Science will contribute to create an authentic learning
context, in which the L2 works as a means to access learning and construct knowledge.
This way, oral transactions and communicative exchanges will be introduced gradually
from the beginning, always encouraging students to use the L2 with the aid of all the
resources they need: body language, sounds, or support of L1. We will also support
students in their use of the L2 with the use of language scaffolding, using modeling
techniques and already-known structures as a starting point and moving on to
independent and creative production.
In accordance, the selected methodology also favored fluency over accuracy, as the latter would
be progressively reinforced as students move on to higher grades, in accordance to the students’
increased proficiency in the L2 and cognitive level. The syllabus (Teacher 2, 2016), too, fostered
the use of additional resources for supporting all learners in class, as suggested by SIOP
(Echevarria et al., 2010) and CLIL (Coyle et al., 2010; Marsh et al., 2012), but it was not
observed in any lesson that T2 used any recourse to support both students who struggled with the
subject as well as the more advanced students. On the contrary, there were some students who
had learning difficulties and partially received the support of the special-education teacher, who
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assisted those students for a brief period of time and only in one of the three sessions a week of
Science. Also, during the observed sessions there were some advanced learners who complained
about having to learn about something they already knew waiting for other students to finish
their task.
CLIL (Marsh et al., 2012), as well as SIOP (Echevarria et al., 2013), emphasize the
importance of fostering students’ intrinsic motivation for learning with the use of learnercentered and engaging tasks. Teacher 2 (personal communication, February 20, 2017) believed
that the topics of Natural Science were already quite engaging for students, however, it was not
observed that she used any motivational strategies for learners to be motivated for language, too.
On the contrary, it was observed that during the first introductory video of the digestive system
in L1, T2 warned students that if they continued talking instead of paying attention to the video,
she would play a video in English instead of playing a second one in L1. Her words conveyed
the negative connotation that watching videos in English was more difficult than in Spanish and,
consequently, learning content in the former was an arduous task for students. Similarly, there
was no adaptation of content or use of any strategies to make content concepts clear, as the only
resource she used for that matter was the use of L1. She admitted that collaboration between EFL
and CLIL teachers was not easy. Although, in theory, there was one meeting a month allocated
for this matter, reality was that such meetings were devoted to school activities, such as fairs or
festivals. While they tried to allot some time to address CLIL issues in their weekly department
meetings, T2 recognized that, by the second trimester of the school year when her second
interview took place, it had not happened, yet.
Given the oversimplification of content concepts and activities, the observed tasks
designed by T2 for the unit did not favor keeping students cognitively engaged, supporting lower
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order thinking skills (Anderson & Krathwohl, 2001). Instead, in one of the observed tasks,
students had to cut pictures of basic food vocabulary (e.g. cake, candy, fruit and bread) and paste
them under the corresponding column food my body needs vs. food my body does not need. As
expected, all students finished the task in a really short period of time, as it did not require their
use of any higher order thinking skills (Echevarria et al., 2013; Navés, 2002; Bertaux et al.,
2010; Coyle et al., 2010; Marsh et al., 2012).
According to the course syllabus, the unit included several important content concepts
that students should acquire at this age (e.g. the roles of the digestive and respiratory systems in
our nutrition, or the importance of physical activity or the differences between British and
Spanish meals); however, T2 dedicated seven of the 10 sessions in this unit to the topics of food
pyramid and nutrients—both already known by students from previous years—and only two
lessons to the digestive system, which was the new content for students, which she even defined
as being “very difficult” (Teacher 2, personal communication, February 20, 2017).
Finally, in accordance with the course syllabus, T2 frequently used positive feedback
with her students, but mostly in L1. As for the assessment of the unit, the syllabus detailed the
evaluation criteria and the instruments that would be used to assess learners. The evaluation
criteria were split in 60% for contents, which included class work, group and individual projects
and tests, and 40% for attitude, motivation and effort. There were three assessment instruments
outlined in the syllabus: “written tests to evaluate the acquisition of content concepts; assessment
of completion of tasks in the notebook; and observation techniques, such as direct and systematic
observation of all classroom activities” (Teacher 2, course syllabus, 2016). Surprisingly, the
syllabus included participation and the use of the English language as observable items
considered for the learner’s assessment. However, as repeatedly described above, T2 did not
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encourage the use of the L2 in any of the observed lessons, and in fact, she openly acknowledged
not considering it for evaluation purposes. In the unit observed, T2 did not assess the learners’
workbooks or any of the classroom activities, but gave the students a short written test on the
main concepts of the unit.
Case C: Teacher 3
!
Participant Teacher 3 was a Music specialist who had been working as Home Room
elementary teacher in a bilingual program for two years, including the academic year when the
present study took place. She had eight years of teaching experience in total and had previously
taught Music in English in a bilingual elementary school for a year to all grades, including preschool. However, she had never been a HR teacher before (i.e. she taught all classes except PE,
Music, and EFL) let alone taught content subjects, such as Science and Art which were not her
area of expertise, in L2. As she admitted, it was not a professional motivation that drove her to
transferring to a bilingual program to teach HR and CLIL and leave out her area of expertise.
Instead, given the way the system was organized, interims had a higher chance of filling out full
time positions if they considered teaching bilingual:
Having a motivation [for teaching CLIL] is sometimes difficult, considering the situation
of constant change [of interim teachers]. In my case, it was a personal situation, but
provoked by the system itself: they make you choose and, at the end, you decide to
change paths and waste all your talents. (Teacher 3, personal communication, February
10, 2017)
Although she had previously received some training in CLIL, this course was aimed at Music
high-school teachers, so she could not apply what she learned on that course to her current
classes. She also learned some useful concepts about CLIL in a TESOL-Spain convention she
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attended, although she admitted it was difficult to put it into practice in her classes. Regarding
her proficiency level of English, T3 had a B2 level accredited by the Official School of
Languages of Spain (abbreviated to EOI in Spanish). When asked about her level of English, she
admitted she got the B2 diploma by EOI when in high-school and never bothered taking a higher
examination, as it was admitted by the department of education to be recognized as a bilingual
teacher. In addition to receiving private English lessons for years, she attended immersion
programs in English-speaking countries several times and always loved English-speaking music,
which helped her greatly in her pronunciation and vocabulary.
The school where T3 had been working for nearly two years was a medium-sized
elementary school located in the largest city of the region of Cantabria. The school was in the
process of expanding their bilingual program to the first years of elementary education, while it
had already been running in years 1-3 of pre-school for several years. As for the year 2016-2017
when the present study took place, the bilingual program was running in grades 1 and 2 of
elementary education, with a light program that comprised one whole subject taught in L2 (Arts,
which was one hour per week), and the subject of Science, which combined units from Social
Science and Natural Science, and was partially taught in L2 (Science was one period of 45
minutes per week. Additionally, learners took Ciencias Naturales y Sociales—Natural and Social
Science in Spanish—in two one-hour sessions per week). As it was earlier mentioned, T3 was
the HR teacher of a group in 2nd grade, to whom she taught Spanish, Math, and Ciencias
Naturales y Sociales (Natural and Social Science in Spanish). Additionally, and to avoid
teaching the same students in two languages, the HR teachers of the two groups in 2nd grade
switched classes for the CLIL subjects of Arts (one one-hour period per week) and Science (one
period of 45 minutes per week) taught in English.
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Observations took place during a Natural Science unit on the topic of animals (vertebrates
and invertebrates). Students had some previous knowledge on the topic that they had studied the
year before in L1, as T3 made several references in her lessons. The unit took 4 lessons of 45
minutes, once a week, so observations lasted for four weeks. The second interview took place
after the last observation, where we discussed the participant’s instructional practices and
teaching experience. As it was mentioned earlier, teachers switched groups for the CLIL classes,
so the lessons observed were in the other grade-2 teacher’s classroom. Both classrooms were
connected by a door, so teachers had easy access to each other’s rooms. The classroom had a
blackboard, a projector with a screen, and posters in English referring to classroom routines. The
desks were set up in six groups of four for 20 students, so there was a set of four tables that was
not being used. Everyday, T3 greeted students with a greeting song that they all sang together
and continued by reviewing what they had learned on previous sessions—or for the first lesson,
the introduction to the topic, what they had learned about the topic the year before.
As an interim teacher, T3 was transferred to this school on the first year the bilingual
program was being implemented in grade 1 of elementary education, so she was one of the first
teachers teaching CLIL in elementary education. An additional problem that she had to face in
her first encounter with teaching subjects out of her area of expertise—together with having to
teach two of those subjects in English—was that there were no experienced CLIL teachers in the
school who could act as mentors. This situation contributed to the same feeling of solitude that
other participants in this study admitted experiencing, due to the lack of training, and the
shortage of resources and preparation time available for CLIL teachers:
They demand a lot of us, we have to do a lot of things but, most of the times, we don’t
have the training to do them and you feel very much alone. At the end, you get by on
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your own, working extra hours, researching at home, paying for training courses, and
asking your coworkers for help. (Teacher 3, personal communication, February 10, 2017)
As the bilingual program gradually grew to higher grades, so did the number of CLIL teachers in
the school, although all of them were temporary or interim teachers, an obstacle to the
consolidation of any education program. In this context, they considered using a textbook for the
CLIL subjects, so teachers could have a reference on the learning standards—particularly
regarding the language component of these courses. However, it was rapidly rejected by the
school administrators, as they anticipated the parents’ unease with the extra expense of having a
Science textbook in addition to the textbooks they had for Social and Natural Sciences in L1
(CLIL Science was only the 27% of the subjects of Social and Natural Science combined). As a
consequence, and in addition to her unfamiliarity with CLIL and the lack of resources, T3 and
the other temporary-CLIL teachers decided to select the easiest content to teach in L2. Given the
organization of this school and the bilingual plan they were following, teachers had to select the
units from the subjects of Ciencias Naturales (Natural Science in Spanish) and Ciencias Sociales
(Social Science in Spanish) that they would teach in English. It was decided that the content
should not be too specialized and that it should be easy for learners. They selected five units
from the Natural and Social Sciences syllabus to teach during the year, always based on the
premise that content was not too abstract and that they could use visuals to easily convey the
concepts.
This belief that certain content although cognitively appropriate to the learner’s age is too
difficult to learn in a second language will be further explored in the subsequent analysis of the
teacher’s observations, according to the three themes of this study.
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The syllabus of the course, in fact, corresponded to Ciencias Naturales (Natural Science
in Spanish) and it had been directly taken from the textbook. As T3 explained, they did not have
a syllabus specific to the bilingual section of the course. Instead, CLIL teachers had a
programming of the units that they would teach in English, but given the absence of official
learning standards and evaluation criteria for bilingual courses, the subject of Science
represented a very small percentage of the grade for Ciencias Naturales and Ciencias Sociales
(Natural and Social Science, respectively, in Spanish). The syllabus had been designed by the
textbook publisher and included all the different subjects in L1 for grade 2 of elementary
education in the same document. However, for the purpose of this study, only the section for
Ciencias Naturales (Natural Science in Spanish) was analyzed, and more specifically the unit on
animals, which was the unit observed for T3. Each unit in the syllabus started by describing the
course objectives that applied to the unit, the approach to the unit, the learner’s previous
knowledge on the topic, and an outlook of the difficulties that learners might face. As expected,
all reference to linguistic skills and any language objectives referred exclusively to L1 Spanish
(or the co-official language of the region, when applicable, which was not the case of Cantabria).
The main objectives of the unit were:
Students will learn to distinguish vertebrate from invertebrate animals. They will learn
the groups of animals that form each typology, giving examples of each one and
describing their characteristics. Furthermore, they will reflect on the importance of taking
care of pets. These learning objectives will be completed with the reading of a text about
the danger that certain human behaviors mean for animals, and making a final project to
identify an animal based on its footprints. (Teacher 3, course syllabus, 2016)
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Obviously, some of these objectives referred to the L1, such as reading a text, but could have
been adapted to the L2 and to the proficiency level of the students. However, only some of these
objectives were observed during T3 lessons. The following sections will analyze these data as
well as that from observations and interviews to Teacher 3, according to the three themes.
Theme 1: Dual focus on language and content
!
During her interviews and observations, T3 showed a clear tendency to favor content over
language in her CLIL classes. She defined CLIL as “the way of teaching the course content
through a working language that is not the [learner’s] first, so that content is taught and linguistic
content is implicit, providing a functional context to improve English foreign language
education” (Teacher 3, personal communication, February 10, 2017). However, she continued,
“this implies a bigger effort for the teachers, particularly, because they lack the needed training
in CLIL methodology and they experience a shortage of available resources” (personal
communication, February 10, 2017). As a consequence, Teacher 3 together with the other CLIL
teachers, carefully selected the units that dealt with content concepts that would be easier for
students to understand, either because they were already familiar with the vocabulary (as it was
the case of the observed unit that dealt with animals) or because it included non-abstract
concepts that could be easily supported with visuals:
It’s important to carefully select the content so it is appropriate, that it lends itself to
being taught in English, not too specialized, and put up units that are easy, that are not too
hard for them. For example, we shouldn’t take topics from the Social Sciences that are
too abstract to be taught in English. (Teacher 3, personal communication, February 10,
2017)
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In consequence, T3 lessons focused on content only, including the vocabulary that exclusively
addressed content concepts, such as reptile, mammals, backbone, or amphibians, for instance.
She introduced the unit with a presentation that included animated pictures to illustrate the
concept of vertebrates and invertebrates with examples of animals for each typology and their
characteristics. The different slides provided the distinguishing characteristics of these groups of
animals, and T3 stopped after each slide to explain the concepts and make connections—both in
L2—with what students had learned on the previous year by asking them questions in L2. The
task that followed consisted of a printed mind map for animal classification in which learners
had to cut and glue the pictures of the animals in the corresponding box (mammals, amphibians,
fish, reptiles, or birds) according to the characteristics of each animal—there were five pictures
of five different animals, one per each type of vertebrates. In the subsequent lessons, learners did
a similar manipulative task in which they had to classify several animals into the five different
types of vertebrates, this time organized as a chart with five columns. Once again, although this
task and the former provided good content practice, both activities were very similar and did not
provide any opportunity for language practice. As students were doing the task of classifying
vertebrates under five groups, T3 told them, in groups, to discuss and agree on the animals that
belonged to each column. Although this could have been good practice for oral interaction
(Lyster, 2004; Short & Echevarria, 2004; Echevarria & Vogt, 2010; Echevarria et al., 2013), T3
did not give learners any clear instructions for doing the activity in groups neither did she have a
structured interaction task, which would have been of great assistance, especially considering the
age of students. There were two unit objectives, as specified in the syllabus, that these tasks
aimed at addressing: “Students will learn to distinguish vertebrate from invertebrate animals.
They will learn the groups of animals that form each typology, giving examples of each one and
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describing their characteristics” (Teacher 3, course syllabus, 2016). However, the abovedescribed tasks dealt with these objectives only partially, and T3 left aside the objective of
describing the characteristics of vertebrate and invertebrate animals, that could have given
students the opportunity to apply content and the L2, one of the characteristics of sheltered
instruction (Echevarria et al., 2010). In order to describe the characteristics of animals in L2,
students would need to learn the language function of describing animals and certain sentence
structure, such as the use of the verb have (e.g., vertebrates have a backbone, birds have wings).
Instead, T3 omitted the language component of CLIL and did not adapt the linguistic objectives
planned for L1 in the course syllabus to the L2 and the students’ proficiency level in English.
She believed that the element of language in CLIL was restricted to oral practice given the low
proficiency level of students, who in her opinion were not able to read or write in English as they
would do in Spanish; therefore, they needed to be exposed to non-challenging content that they
could easily understand:
We select the easiest content, as it takes much longer to teach them content in English
[than in Spanish], you have to repeat things many times and go to the basics.
I keep in mind that the best way for them to practice the language is with oral practice,
but one thing is that they understand it and a different one is that they speak. What is
difficult is for them to make sentences, so I try to keep this in mind. (Teacher 3, personal
communication, February 10, 2017)
In consequence, T3 lessons did not expand on the students’ previous knowledge with new
content concepts appropriate for grade 2 Science learners, as described in her syllabus. Due to
the lack of resources available, both teaching materials and methodological strategies, T3 only
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focused on fostering oral language skills with the use of simple tasks, as she described in
Interview 2 (2017):
We barely work on any linguistic [content]; we only try to make sure they understand.
For instance, when we work with flashcards… I insist on the structure of the question. In
L1, however, we do more written work, both reading and writing, because they are more
capable [in L1 than in L2]; let’s say we go in depth into the topic more [in L1 than in L2].
It is drawn from her words that, although T3 exposed students to a lot of input in L2 (such as
songs, videos, and her own lectures), made special emphasis on their correct pronunciation, and
insisted on trying to make students use the L2 in their oral interventions in class with a lot of
scaffolding and positive reinforcement, she compromised the content component of CLIL. The
selection of certain motivating topics (such as the topic of animals), which facilitated the use of
supplementary materials that made content more accessible to all students (such as videos,
pictures, and manipulatives) was a good decision considering the exceptional situation of the
students and teachers (new bilingual program with new teachers without previous experience in
CLIL teaching). However, without the appropriate means (i.e. CLIL resources and instructional
strategies), CLIL teachers risk to miss on grade-level content, by lower the level of both
language and content (Coyle, Holmes and King, 2009), and not deal with the topic as thoroughly
as they would do in L1, as T3 admitted was her case.
Theme 2: Learning environments and resources
!
As already pointed out earlier, T3 did not use a textbook for her Science class, as this
course represented a small percentage of the L1 subject of Ciencias Naturales y Sociales,
although she admitted it would be of great help to have a textbook as a reference to know the
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linguistic content that should be addressed in each grade year. Instead, T3 designed her own
resources that she usually adapted from the Internet, but she admitted this was time-consuming:
There are many things on the Internet, but you have to search for them, because
sometimes you find something that you like for your students but the level is not
appropriate for them. You have to find [the resources] and also make them. (Teacher 3,
personal communication, February 10, 2017)
In general, T3 used a lot of visual materials (videos and vocabulary flash cards) and songs that,
in her opinion, helped students memorize the concepts in L2. During her interviews, she insisted
on the importance of using visual materials and songs to help students make connections
between the concepts and the words in L2, something that was also observed in her lessons and
was in accordance with the encouraged use of additional resources to making content
comprehensible (Echevarria et al., 2013; Lyster, 2004; Short & Echevarria, 2004; Coyle et al.,
2010). In the four lessons observed, T3 introduced the topic of vertebrates and invertebrates with
a PowerPoint presentation that included pictures and text, and a video describing the groups of
vertebrates and their main characteristics. She also used a song that about mammals and their
characteristics, but, as T3 admitted in her second interview, the song was too fast and not very
catchy, so students did not remember it. Furthermore, in her interviews, T3 also emphasized the
use of manipulatives as a way of motivating students with the topic at hand. In this unit, after she
introduced the topic of mammals with the song and a PowerPoint slide on the third session, T3
told students they were going to make a book of mammals. For that, she gave each student a
worksheet with four mini-pages of the book with a picture of a mammal in each page, which
students colored later, and space to write a sentence describing that animal. As for the flash
cards, they showed different types of animals (both vertebrates and invertebrates) and T3 used
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them as time fillers with students who had finished a task earlier to practice yes and no question
structure and pronunciation. She modeled the question and answers (“Is this a mammal? Yes, it
is or no, it isn’t”), and students sat at the back of the room in circles, taking times asking and
answering the questions.
Even though students were sitting in groups, there were no group activities observed in
this unit and interaction was for the most part teacher-centered, although there were some
opportunities for teacher-student interaction, too, as T3 often asked them questions in L2 about
the content of the unit. Since she encouraged the use of L2, she always assisted students to give
their answers with different scaffolding techniques, such as giving sentence starters
(“Invertebrates don’t have a [blank]”) and giving learners clues to help them come up with the
vocabulary word (in the previous example, T3 was pointing at her back and making gestures to
help students with the missing word ‘backbone’). She also repeated the correct pronunciation and
sentence structure of students’ answers, and modeled a task for students before doing so, so they
would know how to do the activity (as an example, see the flash-card activity described above).
Those tasks, although using manipulatives that were helpful for practicing content and
language (especially considering the learners’ age), only focused on vocabulary words, which
mostly referred to animals that were already known by students. These activities provided some
opportunities for developing learning strategies, such as classifying animals according to their
characteristics or noticing the resemblance of some of the vocabulary words with their meaning
in Spanish (e.g. vertebrates, vertebrados). However, unlike strongly recommended by SIOP
(Echevarria et al., 2013) and CLIL (Coyle et al., 2010); T3 did not teach students any specific
metacognitive strategy that would help them in the future. She could have, also, further
developed the classification of animals, by asking students to share their answers and give a
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rationale for their classification, according to the characteristics of each type of vertebrate
animals (e.g. chickens are birds, because they have wings).
In accordance to her belief that “the linguistic content is implicit” (Teacher 3, personal
communication, February 10, 2017) in CLIL, T3 reiterated the importance of facilitating
opportunities to use the L2 in her CLIL classes, particularly the oral skills. For that, T3
emphasized that “the best way for [learners] to practice the language is with oral practice”
(personal communication, February 10, 2017) and, as so, she encouraged them to use the L2, the
same way she used English for the most part of her instruction:
I try to use English as much as I can, but in some cases I have to use Spanish, as for
example, with students with learning difficulties who are not understanding your
explanations, not even with my gestures or with peer-assistance. In those instances, I use
Spanish. And also when I have to tell them off, or because they are not paying attention,
then I switch to Spanish. I think in these instances, it is necessary. I think that for students
with learning needs, who don’t know what to do, not even with the help of their peers or
other techniques, it is more beneficial to teach them in Spanish. Also, I believe it’s more
effective to tell them off in Spanish. But everything else, in English. (Teacher 3, personal
communication, February 10, 2017)
In fact, there were several techniques observed in her lessons that T3 used to make content
comprehensible to students besides visuals, such as the use of gestures and body language (these
strategies will be furthered described in Theme 3).
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Theme 3: Methodology, assessment and collaboration
!
Teacher 3 followed a participatory and inclusive methodology, and as she admitted, also
assisting those who had any difficulties. In her Interview 2 (personal communication, February
10, 2017), Teacher 3 defined her CLIL methodology as:
Trying to make things somehow fun [for learners], very visual, foster cooperative
learning, and practice diversity outreach. I want them to participate; lessons may be
expository at the beginning, but then I like them to do things, participate and interact with
other students.
In accordance with this methodology, and as observed in her lessons, T3 used several techniques
to make content comprehensible for all students, using a lot of gestures, body language, and
visuals. For example, to introduce certain content concepts relating to the topic of mammals, she
pointed at her own hair and did gestures to explain that mammals have fur, and inhaled and
exhaled exaggeratedly to teach the concept of breathing. Additionally, she provided detailed
explanations of the tasks, even modelling the activity (see above example of activity with flash
cards), and used very clear speech with good pronunciation and adequate rate and, as it was
observed, all students understood her without difficulty. All these practices observed were
examples of SIOP (Echevarria et al., 2013) and content-based instruction programs (Navés,
2002; Ruiz de Zarobe & Jiménez Catalán, 2009; Coyle et al., 2010; Marsh et al., 2012).
While Teacher 3 was very enthusiastic in giving positive feedback to her students (e.g.
giving them high-fives or using expressions such as great job!) when they answered a question,
during the lessons observed she did not give students any feedback on the tasks they did. While
students were on task—doing the classifying worksheets or the mini-book described earlier—T3
walked around assisting them if they needed help, but when they finished the task, she did not
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provide any feedback on the right answers, as it was observed. Once they finished their work,
students handed out the worksheet to T3, but it was not observed that she did any group
correction nor gave them the worksheet back with corrections. In fact, at some point in interview
2, Teacher 3 shared that she was not sure whether students had achieved the learning objective of
the task: “in this unit they made a mini-book of animals to connect the picture with the sentence
they are writing, so it has some meaning—I’m not sure whether they learned it, though”
(personal communication, February 10, 2017). This particular task is also an applicable example
of how the tasks designed by T3 for the observed unit lacked attention to higher order thinking
skills, as student-centered pedagogies, such as those underlying SIOP (Echevarria et al., 2013)
and CLIL (Coyle et al., 2010) support, and only addressed lower thinking skills, such as
understanding or remembering, instead.
The three tasks observed in the unit (i.e. classifying pictures of animals under vertebrates
or invertebrates, classifying pictures of vertebrates under the five groups of this type of animals;
and creating a mini-book of mammals) all attended to skills such as understanding or
remembering, which are at the lower level of a learning taxonomy, such as Anderson and
Krathwohl’s (2001) or Bloom’s (1956). While the mini-book was a good manipulative activity
that could help students learn the main characteristics of mammals, the task consisted on copying
a sentence to the corresponding picture. These sentences were even numbered with the same
page number as the picture, so students could not apply any analyzing or evaluating skills, both
higher-order thinking skills from a learning taxonomy that maintain students cognitively engaged
and, therefore, favor learning (Echevarria et al., 2013; Coyle et al., 2010). Each picture of the
mini-book represented a fact about mammals. For example, there was a picture of a boy with a
thermometer indicating high temperature, and the sentence that matched this picture was
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“mammals are warm-blooded”. Another example was the picture of a male lion and the
marching sentence was “mammals have hair or fur.” However, the sentences were displayed in
the same order as they should appear in the mini-book with the corresponding page number (e.g.
the picture of the male lion was on page 3 and the sentence “mammals have hair or fur” was
numbered also 3). While this could have been a good activity for learners to apply content and
language knowledge, her aim of over-simplifying content in L2 led T3 to designing nonmeaningful activities in which students had no opportunity to apply any content or language,
contrary to what is advised by CLIL’s theoretical implications (Coyle et al., 2010).
Once again, the lack of resources, time available and formal collaboration with more
experienced teachers led to T3 doing things the best way she could, as she admitted in her second
interview:
I do what I can with the training I have and the resources I have access to, and the time I
can dedicate to it. It is obvious things can always be done better and it’s always difficult
because it’s not your mother tongue. I think I do what I can. (Teacher 3, personal
communication, February 10, 2017)
She admitted that, in her school, there was no frequent collaboration between CLIL content and
EFL teachers, one of CLIL’s paramount implications (Snow et al., 1989; Lorenzo, Casal &
Moore, 2009; Coyle et al., 2010; Pavón & Ellison, 2013). There was one bilingualism meeting
(as they called the meetings to discuss anything related to the bilingual program) per month, but
with the exception of the first meeting in which all CLIL teachers decided on the units that they
would teach in CLIL, the rest were used for other purposes. Teacher 3 described the misuse of
these collaborative meetings: “with the exception of the one at the beginning of the year, the rest
of the meetings were assigned to discuss school activities, such as an English book fair or
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Halloween, instead of discussing the [CLIL] curriculum” (Teacher 3, personal communication,
February 10, 2017).
She admitted that the other bilingual school where she had worked as a Music CLIL
teacher, attended meetings with other bilingual schools from Cantabria, but not the school where
she was working at the time of the study. However, she justified that that school was only
beginning with the bilingual program and that the short time they had available for CLIL
meetings made it very difficult to get ideas from other people experienced in these programs.
Even with the EFL teacher in school, they did not have any formal meeting either: “The EFL
teacher gave us some ideas [at the beginning of the year] but in an informal way” (Teacher 3,
personal communication, February 10, 2017).
Case D: Teacher 4
!
Unlike the other three cases, T4 was the only participant teacher who did not work at a
public school. Instead, he had been working at a charter school for the last nine years where he
was hired to implement the bilingual program that had been in place since then, although he had
14 years of teaching experience in total. Holding the diploma on Elementary Teaching and a
specialization in Physical Education, he had taught all courses in elementary, including
specialties like music, for example. He was chosen to lead the implementation of a bilingual
program across the school that began in the grade 1 of elementary education in the school year
2008/2009 and progressively expanded to high school. He remembered those years as
particularly difficult for him. In fact, he admitted that if he were asked to coordinate the
implementation of a bilingual program in a school again, with the experience he had, he would
decline the offer. However, his motivation for still teaching CLIL was that he was, in his own
words, “a team player. I did not ask for it, but by no means do I refuse to do it. I believe that as
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an elementary teacher, you should be able to teach all subjects” (Teacher 4, personal
communication, February 28, 2017).
One of the main reasons why T4 believed his first years as a CLIL teacher were
especially difficult was the fact that he and the rest of CLIL teachers had little assistance to
implement the program and do things right. The school administration and T4 decided to use a
textbook for all subjects, including Art and Science (the two subjects taught in CLIL), and they
were all chosen from the same publishing house. Given the high number of textbooks the school
was going to order, the publisher offered a training course in CLIL for all teachers who were
going to teach Art or Science. However, this experience was not satisfactory for T4, as he
admitted in Interview 2 (personal communication, February 28):
The first two years were really hard for me. I hadn’t had any training and they told me:
“Here, teach CLIL.” The publisher’s salesperson ignored us and simply gave us the
materials, and from time to time he would send us an email. But I wanted him to come
and give us a training course, but he abandoned us. Actually, their textbook at the time
was a mere Google translation from the Spanish textbook, with really long chunks of text.
Nothing to do with their textbooks now, which are very visual. On the contrary, they went
from too much [text] to almost nothing. So, obviously, we had to adapt [the textbook],
with the additional effort it implies being your first time teaching CLIL.
The charter school where T4 was teaching at the time of this study was a large-sized school in a
suburban town in Cantabria. Since the beginnings of the bilingual program, it was decided that
the two CLIL subjects (Art and Science) would be taught completely in L2, and that the periods
would be distributed in a way that students were exposed to the L2 every day. Thus, in
elementary education, 12 of the 30 weekly periods were taught in L2; students had one session of
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EFL and one session of Science every day and two sessions of Art per week. It was also
concluded that the HR teacher would teach all L1 subjects (except PE and Music, taught by
specialists) and all L2 subjects, including CLIL Science and Art, and EFL. When asked about
this arrangement, T4 recognized that, ideally, one teacher should teach in one language only, but
he also admitted that after overcoming the initial difficulties, all stakeholders had already gotten
used to this situation. Given that he was also the PE specialist, T4 taught his grade 1 students all
subjects except Music and Math for schedule reasons. He was the HR teacher of a group of
nearly 30 first-grade students, who were sitting in groups of four, which T4 later explained was
due to the new cooperative learning project that was taking place school-wide, so those groups
were mix-ability. The classroom had a smart board, a projector and a laptop, as well as a white
board that was covered by the smart board, so it was never used when observations took place.
Observations took place during the course of a Social Science unit on the weather topic.
The unit developed for 10 sessions of 45 minutes every day of the week. However, observations
lasted for over three weeks as school’s culture week took place in between observations, and
there were no classes then. Teacher 4 and I, the observer, met a few weeks before observations
began to conduct Interview 1 and arrange the dates for observations. After all observations were
completed, we met again two days later for Interview 2. As outlined on the course syllabus, the
unit observed was on a Social Science topic, the weather, and included the contents of the air as
an essential element for living things and its characteristics; atmospheric conditions and
observable meteorological phenomena; seasons of the year; water as an essential element for
living things, its characteristics and different states; and pollution. All of these contents were
addressed in the observed lessons.
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As described earlier, T4 had extensive teaching experience and had led the
implementation of the bilingual project since its beginnings, which he still coordinated. Given
the context of his school, the training in CLIL he received had been primarily provided by the
publishing house of the textbooks he used to teach his CLIL classes, and was mostly focused on
the textbook itself and its additional resources, and on improving the teachers’ proficiency in
English, as T4 shared in his interviews. He also admitted, in his first years of teaching CLIL, he
attended some seminar courses offered by Cantabria’s regional department of education,
although these courses were, as he said: “very short, it was a couple of afternoons, [and I
attended] because nine years ago, when we started, there was [no training in CLIL]” (Teacher 4,
personal communication, February 28, 2017).
The syllabus for Science included a detailed description of the units of the course relative
to the contents, evaluation criteria, and observable learning standards of each unit. As it
happened in all the cases described in this study, the evaluation criteria and learning standards
described in the syllabus corresponded to the state core curriculum, which did not consider
CLIL, and therefore did not adapt the grade-level linguistic competences required for students to
the L2. The syllabus also included a section describing the methodology followed, which was
defined as follows:
A methodology based on observation and discovery, where teacher is a mediator in the
teaching-learning process. It is also based on experimentation with materials and
observation of the environment. The aim of this methodology is to attain meaningful
learning, which is achieved when learners are able to relate new content to their existing
knowledge. Learners are at the center of the teaching-learning process, so their different
learning styles and paces must be considered. (Teacher 4, course syllabus, 2016)
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The section on resources and materials listed the student’s book and workbook as well as the
teacher’s book as main resources. It also included dictionaries and encyclopedias; posters, stories
and worksheets; and songs and other audiovisual resources. The syllabus stipulated the
assessment criteria for the course of Science, being class work a 90% of the overall grade, and
the remaining 10% corresponding to written and oral tests. For that, the different assessment
instruments and procedures to be used by the teacher were also described in the syllabus. Finally,
the document also included a section with a brief questionnaire on achievement indicators to be
filled by the teacher at the end of each trimester, evaluating the course, resources, activities used
and the efficacy of diversity outreach measures.
As mentioned earlier in this section, T4 did not show an intrinsic motivation for teaching
CLIL but a mere predisposition to complying with what was established by his administrators.
Moreover, during his interview, T4 shared his skepticism about CLIL and bilingual education,
which resulted from his experience teaching in this field for nine years. While he found that
teaching CLIL was “a good opportunity to stay alert to the potential educational changes that
may take place” (Teacher 4, personal communication, March 30, 2017), he also believed that
CLIL teachers had to endure the “lack of training [in CLIL] and the excessive expectations of
families and society” (personal communication, March 30, 2017), who believe that the label
‘bilingual’ in the so called bilingual education implies that learners will finish bilingual
education being true bilingual speakers in both English and Spanish. In his opinion, for learners,
CLIL was “the entrance to discovering a predominant culture in the 21st century and learning
content in English will allow them to have large knowledge of that language” (Teacher 4,
personal communication, February 28, 2017), but at the same time, it made students miss on
their own culture: “[There is] a loss of the local folklore and cultural heritage, in addition to the
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basic knowledge in their own language, which bring about lack of vocabulary and failing to
express themselves and interact with others [in Spanish]” (Teacher 4, personal communication,
February 28, 2017). His beliefs on bilingual education were revealed throughout the observations
and interviews, as the next sections will describe.
Theme 1: Dual focus on language and content
!
. His interviews and observed teaching practices manifested the beliefs of Teacher 4
regarding CLIL and the importance he gave to content over language in his classes. In fact, for
him, teaching a course using the CLIL approach was not different from teaching a course in L1:
[CLIL] deals with the methods, contents and theories relative to that subject, regardless of
the language in which it is taught. I do not assess the linguistic competence [of students]
but the degree to which they have acquired the content knowledge. That is, if at any given
time they give their answer in Spanish and it is a correct answer, that is acceptable.
(Teacher 4, personal communication, March 30, 2017)
While none of the lessons observed had any explicit reference to either content or language
objectives, they all had a clear content goal—but not any language aims. Three of the learning
standards outlined in the syllabus for the unit of The Weather referred to linguistic skills:
“Learners can simply describe some characteristics of air; the learners can explain what wind is;
and learners can orally describe the meteorological phenomena that happen in their area, such as
rain, snow, or thunder” (Teacher 4, course syllabus, 2016). While these standards corresponded
to the State core curriculum and, therefore, only included the linguistic skills in L1, some of
them where observed in T4 lessons. Learners were able to speak about the weather and describe
some weather phenomena (e.g. thunder) using very simple words and expressions in L2, for
instance, “today is sunny”.
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With the textbook as the only resource used in his CLIL lessons, the activities that T4
carried out in his classes were repetitive and not very authentic. The textbook focused
exclusively on listening activities, mostly numbering pictures or listen and tick, which resembled
the traditional listening comprehension exercises characteristic of traditional second or foreign
language instruction, opposite to what CLIL entails (Dalton-Puffer et al., 2010). While these
activities were good exposure to language and provided practice to students who, given their age,
were still not fully literate in either L1 nor L2, they did not provide opportunities for learners to
apply content or language, as encouraged by SIOP (Echevarria et al., 2013) and CLIL (Coyle et
al., 2010). Instead, learners could have benefited from additional authentic tasks, such as projects
or experiments, which gave them the opportunity to apply content and language (Echevarria et
al., 2013), and which were also identified in the syllabus as learning standards. However, the
resources used by T4 in the observed lessons were restricted almost exclusively to the use of the
textbook, without any additional tasks.
Teacher 4 began his lessons by asking students questions on the topic they were
studying, in this case, the weather. In the observed lessons, he asked the question “How is the
weather?” to almost all students in class every day. Additionally, he also asked learners questions
about the content vocabulary they had learned in previous sessions (e.g. “what is steam?”). As
T4 confirmed (personal communication, February 28, 2017), he used “continuous repetition,
usually during the first five or ten minutes of class” as a way of fostering L2 learning in his CLIL
lessons. He emphasized certain structures such as ‘my favorite [blank] is [blank]’, or in the case
of the observed unit in particular ‘it’s or it’s not (a state of the weather)’. He admitted not using
any techniques for addressing L2 in his CLIL lessons, which focused solely on content, and used
the EFL class, instead, for L2 learning:
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I don’t do anything in particular. At the beginning I used to focus on the listening too
much and they were lost. So I decided not to do it anymore; I would use the [EFL] class
for that. A very high percentage of my [CLIL] instruction is in Spanish because content is
what concerns me. (Teacher 4, personal communication, March 30, 2017)
Teacher 4 had the preconceived idea that the language component of CLIL referred to the
explicit instruction of grammatical structures, vocabulary and language skills, such as listening,
as he mentioned in the previous excerpt. However, it was observed in his lessons that—although
unconsciously and unplanned as he later admitted in his second interview, to some extent (given
the age of students) T4 fostered metalinguistic awareness, a function of output that allows
learners to talk about the language they are using and to make hypothesis about the L2 (Swain,
1998, p. 68), which is emphasized in CLIL teaching (Coyle, 2000; Lyster, 2004; Bertaux et al.,
2010; Marsh et al., 2012). He caused learners to notice some morphological features of English,
such as dereivatives and compound words. As an example, in the first session, the Spanish word
arco iris (rainbow in English) came up when students were discussing the states of the weather.
Then, T4 broke down the word rainbow and explain the meaning of both words individually and
the meaning of the English word rainbow, and how it could be seen after it rained (therefore the
English word rain in it). Similarly, in session 3 when discussing the states of water, T4 explained
the meaning of water fall, and translated the word fall into Spanish, giving some other examples
in English to show the meaning of the word (e.g. “leaves fall in autumn”). Additionally, he also
addressed academic language (SIOP, Echevarria et al., 2013) by making reference to the use of
the suffix –y in English and implicitly explaining how a noun becomes an adjective when adding
this suffix (giving the age of the students, he did not use the terms adjective, noun or suffix or
provided a grammatical explanation). While completing one of the exercises in session 4, a
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student asked T4 how to say nublado (cloudy in Spanish) in English. After telling the student the
L2 translation, Teacher 4 explained that when dropping the ending –y from cloudy, they got the
word cloud (nube in Spanish), and he repeated this strategy in several other occasions in the
observed sessions (sunny and sun, or rainy and rain, for example).
Moreover, T4 put special emphasis on the correct pronunciation of the vocabulary words
in English, which he considered a strategy to integrate content and language in his classes,
according to his erroneous idea that language in CLIL referred to grammar, vocabulary and
pronunciation exclusively, leaving aside the other perspectives of language (Coyle, 2000; Coyle
et al., 2010). In Interview 2 (2017), Teacher 4 shared the strategies he used to address language
in content CLIL classes:
An important tool for me is using flashcards, so they can see the spelling of the word. I
also play the sound either from the interactive textbook or from Google translator,
because many mistakes draw from the learners’ lack of awareness of the pronunciation of
the word, so they pronounce it as it is read in Spanish.
During the observations, however, T4 did not use flashcards, although he did emphasize the
pronunciation of certain words that, due to transfer from their L1 Spanish, could pose more
problems to students. For example, when T4 introduced the English vocabulary word steam, and
any time when this word came up, he stressed the /s/ phoneme in the beginning of the word, as
learners tended to add a prosthetic /e/ phoneme before the word (prosthesis is a common
phenomenon in Spanish learners of English, as the Spanish language evolved to not having word
beginning clusters, such as /st-/ in steam or /str-/ in structure). When any of these words came up,
T4 made the whole class repeat the sound /s/ for a few seconds and encouraged them to pay
attention when pronouncing those words so they would not mispronounce them. Similarly, when
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a student made this particular pronunciation error, T4 explicitly corrected the mistake and asked
the student to repeat the correct pronunciation.
Theme 2: Learning environments and resources
!
The main resource for T4 was the Social Science CLIL textbook. Each student had their
own copy of the student’s book that they used every day, except for the activities that belonged
to the cooperative learning on-trial project in T4’s school. The textbook was organized in
thematic units, one of them corresponding to the observed unit of the weather, and was based on
listening exercises, almost exclusively. Teacher 4 always projected the teacher’s book on the
smart board, which included the audios and the control of them, and the possibility to write the
answers as the exercises were corrected. The activities observed consisted of listening to an
audio that described a particular situation or image, and learners had to match the audio to the
corresponding picture by putting the images in the right order or putting a tick in the ones that
applied to the task. An example of these activities was “listen and number”, which consisted of
11 photographs of people in situations where different states of the weather were taking place.
Under each picture, there was a word describing the state of the weather in English, e.g. foggy,
stormy, snowy. Learners had to listen to the audio and number each picture according to the
description heard; i.e., the audio said the sentences alone, not in a conversation (e.g. “it’s foggy,
it’s snowy”), and students had to number the pictures accordingly. In fact, T4 openly admitted in
his interview to not prepare his classes anymore: “I’ve become lazy; I’ve been teaching the same
book for eight years and I can tell you exactly the page where something is” (Teacher 4, personal
communication, March 30, 2017). Furthermore, he found the additional resources included in the
textbook to be “excessive and mostly useless” (personal communication, March 30, 2017) and
that was the reason why he only used the textbook. Unlike the other three participants in this
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study, T4 did not use any resources designed by him or adapted from the Internet or other
textbooks; he exclusively concentrated on their CLIL textbook and, as he admitted, he had
tailored his lessons to the pace of the textbook and its activities. In the observed unit, T4 turned
to the blog when the interactive book did not work and, therefore, he could not play the audio of
the exercises. In this case, he introduced the topic of seasons with one of the presentations
included in his platform. The blog consisted of presentations of each unit in Science year 1,
which included pictures and a corresponding word or sentence in English describing the image.
None of the above-described resources, however, provided any opportunity to use handson materials, as encouraged by content-based approaches to make content comprehensible for L2
learners (Echevarria et al., 2013; Navés, 2002; Coyle et al., 2010) which would have enhanced
the opportunities of all students to master the content objectives of the unit, something that was
in accordance to the teacher’s strong need for owning control of the group and his belief that any
participatory and experimental activity would cause an uncontrolled situation. That was also his
reason for having teacher-centered lessons with few opportunities for interaction between
students, despite the classroom arrangement in mixed-ability groups. Nevertheless, the school
year when the study took place, the school where T4 was teaching participated in an
experimental project on cooperative learning. The aim of the project, as T4 explained, was to
eventually establish this educational approach across the school, so in this pilot all teachers in the
school received training in cooperative learning by a group of experts from a renown university
who provided them with a detailed description of the type of activities they had to do with their
students, and they would meet with the teachers once every trimester to discuss the results and
their impressions on the process. In the observed unit, T4 devoted four sessions to cooperative
learning activities: the first and last sessions of the unit, and sessions four and eight. The first of
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these sessions was thought as a brainstorm task in which one student in the group had to make a
drawing that represented a state of the weather and the corresponding word, while the other three
students in the team had to assist him or her. Students took turns so every participant gave their
own answer. Teacher 4 clearly described the task with a model to help students understand what
they had to do, and also used the presentation provided by the head of the project to explain what
cooperative learning was and the aim of those tasks. Similarly, the last of the cooperative
learning activity was thought as a review task. Teacher 4 wrote eight words in English they had
learned in that unit, and explained that, in their groups, learners had to draw a picture and write a
sentence in English for each of those words. However, learners had not practiced written
sentence structure in any of the previous observed lessons, so they could not write any sentences,
instead, T4 encouraged them to draw a picture, as an effective way of allowing learners to
respond, particularly at earlier stages of L2 development (Navés, 2002, p. 94). Teacher 4 also
provided a model of the task with one of the words from the unit, as a way of assisting learners
to understand the activity (Echevarria et al., 2013). In the third activity students had to think
about a question they would like to get answered in the unit or something they would like to
learn. The last of the cooperative learning task was called pencil in the middle and for that, each
group of students received a sheet with four questions on it. Taking turns, each student in the
group had to answer a question, while helped by his or her partners. The type of questions
learners had to answer were, for example: “What is the weather like today?”, “dibuja rainy”
(draw rainy), “¿Qué es stormy?” (What is stormy?) or “Cuándo hace cold? (When [in which
season] is it cold?).” In the last three examples, Teacher 4 used intra-sentential switching (code
switching within a sentence).
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Code switching was very recurrent in T4’s speech with several examples observed
throughout the unit, usually inserting a L2 word (most commonly a vocabulary word included in
the unit) in a L1 sentence. His use of code switching seemed to be instructive to assist students to
understand difficult concepts, according the classification based on the studies of Lasagabaster
and of Méndez and Pavón (in Gierlinger, 2015, p.351), as perceived by the teacher. The
following are some examples of intra-sentential code switching observed in T4 CLIL lessons:
“En un par de weeks el winter se nos acaba” (In a couple of weeks, winter will be over).
“Dadme un ejemplo de algo que pollutions” (Give me an example of something that
pollutes). Note that in his utterance, T4 added the –s for third person singular of present
tense in English to the noun pollution (instead of the verb ‘pollute’).
“Lo ponemos en un pot y le damos hot y en two minutes tenemos el steam” (We put it in a
pot, heat it and in two minutes we get steam). Note that hot means calor in Spanish and
dar calor is a Spanish collocation that means to heat.
Teacher 4 used isolated vocabulary words in English that learners knew, but used the other
grammatical structures in Spanish. When asked about the use of the L1 in class, in Interview 2,
Teacher 4 admitted that he had increased his use of L1 in his CLIL classes since he began
teaching, and he had done that after a self-evaluation of his own teaching process and the results
he had obtained with his students due to his use of the L2 through the years:
I use Spanish whenever I need it to explain a concept. If you want a percentage, I think it
is around 50%. In the first year [teaching CLIL] it was nearly 90% of English, and for
many years I used 75 English, 25 Spanish, but I realized I was still leaving many students
behind. So in the last two years I went down even more and I’m still leaving students
behind, so I wonder is it me? Is the percentage of English-Spanish used irrelevant? Or is
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it just this group? So, as my objective is that content is understood, I go down to Spanish
when there are content concepts that I specially want them to learn, or at least I want to
give them an explanation so I can go home saying, okay, I did the right thing. (Teacher 4,
personal communication, March 30, 2017)
Another reason why T4 used L1 in his classes, besides ensuring that content was understood,
was to avoid the learners’ distraction when they learned in English. As the first two cases
described in this study (Teachers 1 and 2), T4 also believed that when students are being taught
in their L1 they are able to get distracted at the same time they are listening to the teacher’s
lecture, while that is something they cannot do in L2. According to T4, in that case, learners felt
it was very difficult to resume the teacher’s explanation, so they simply gave up and missed on
the instruction. As with Teachers 1 and 2, T4’s unawareness of any methodological strategies to
keep students cognitively engaged and motivated (Echevarria & Vogt, 2010; Bertaux et al.,
2010; Coyle et al., 2010; Marsh et al., 2012; Echevarria et al., 2013) played an important role in
these three participants.
Nevertheless, T4 attributed his recurrent use of L1 in CLIL content classes to his low
English proficiency and justified the necessity to use the L1 in his CLIL lessons as a
compensation technique:
I considered [the use of L1] necessary. Maybe someone with better proficiency has more
instruments or more ability, more vocabulary or a better way with [English] words [than I
do] to explain the same things and connect with the kids, but given my personal
characteristics and situation, I find it necessary [to use Spanish]. (Teacher 4, personal
communication, March 30, 2017)
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During the observations, however, it was evident that the teacher’s proficiency in English was
not an issue in his instruction. He had the required B2 certificate of English and he could
communicate fluently with few errors, but his preconceived belief that learners would not fully
acquire the content if they were taught mostly in English made him depend upon the L1 and use
the L2 for vocabulary words that students already knew. With this practice, T4 hindered learners’
exposure to “the input at a minimally challenging level”, characteristic of effective CLIL
teaching (de Graaff et al., 2007, p. 20). His overuse of code switching (particularly of intrasentential code switching) in simple sentences was an obstacle to learners being exposed to L2
authentic input besides the more formal language used in instruction (Lightbown and Spada,
2013). Yet, he encouraged students to use the L2 whenever he considered the learners’
proficiency level in the target language allow them to produce complete sentences in structures
they had been working on. For instance, in session 5, T4 asked a student the regular question
“What’s the weather like today?” and the student answered “cloudy”; T4 replied “Sorry?”
several times until the student gave him the complete sentence “Today is cloudy.” These prompts
aimed to elicit student’s self-repair and provide the complete sentence (Lyster, 2004). Different
scaffolding techniques were also observed in his lessons frequently, such as sentence starters,
repetition of words for correct pronunciation and follow-up questions.
Theme 3: Methodology, assessment and collaboration
!
The teacher-centered methodology that T4 displayed in his lessons contrasted to the one
outlined in the course syllabus (Teacher 4, 2016), which emphasized the role of the teacher as a
mediator in the teaching-learning process and was based on experimentation, interaction and
significant learning. However, what was observed was in accordance with the teacher’s beliefs
that he shared in Interview 2: “My methodology is very teacher-centered. I know that, ideally, it
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shouldn’t be like that, but I like to have control of the classroom” (Teacher 4, personal
communication, March 30, 2017) In consequence, in the observed lessons, all tasks (included in
the textbook) were thought to be done individually—with the exception of the tasks designed for
the cooperative-learning project, which were given to the teacher (he did not design them).
Similarly, the activities observed from the textbook did not favor the application of higher order
thinking skills (Navés, 2002; Bertaux et al., 2010; Coyle et al., 2010; Marsh et al., 2012;
Echevarria et al., 2013), focusing on recalling information or recognizing concepts from the unit
(both lower order thinking skills in a learning taxonomy, such as Bloom’s). The exercises from
the textbook consisted of listening to a brief audio and number the pictures in the right order, or
ticking, circling or pointing at the pictures heard in the audio. The teacher-centered methodology
that T4 displayed in his lessons was opposed to that outlined in the course syllabus, which
recommended the role of the teacher as a “mediator of the teaching and learning process” and
encouraged “experimentation and significant learning” (Teacher 4, course syllabus, 2016).
All students, regardless of their level, did the same activities at the same pace, despite
having extra resources included in the teacher’s book that could be useful for this matter.
However, T4 was very outspoken about his rejection of these resources, as he shared in his
interview: “There are too many worksheets: extension worksheets, reinforcement activities,
attention to special needs, and so on. It is more of the same. When someone is having difficulties
they don’t need more of the same, they need a different approach” (Teacher 4, personal
communication, March 30, 2017). His adaptation of content was done by frequently using
gestures and demonstrations to explain new concepts, as ways to making content comprehensible
in the L2 (Navés, 2002; Echevarria et al., 2013). As an example, in one of the cooperative
learning sessions, a student asked how the sun moved. To explain the earth’s orbit and rotation
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movements of the sun, T4 used a globe as he demonstrated these movements. As he was
explaining the concepts in Spanish, T4 moved around the globe acting as the sun, which attends
to different learning styles and scaffolds learners’ understanding (Echevarria et al., 2013).
Similarly, in a different session, T4 left the classroom and came back in to explain the English
words ‘inside’ and ‘outside’. In the observed lessons, however, there were no instruments used to
assist students who struggled with the course or those with higher competence, either in L2 or
content (Echevarria et al., 2010). For the listening comprehension tasks, for instance, T4 played
the complete audio first and stopped after each sentence the second time, so students had enough
time to write down their answers, although they did not have enough time to think about their
answers. All lessons observed had guided practice, i.e. the teacher and students answered the
exercises together, and students did not have time to think about their answers, which L2 learners
particularly benefit from (Echevarria et al., 2013). Despite T4 using the above-mentioned
strategies to make content comprehensible for all learners, the syllabus made reference to the
adaptation of content and methodology to all students who would need it given their competence
in the subject or competence level in the target language:
[The teacher] must modify or adapt the content or the methodology, so all learners could
achieve the set objectives. In the same way, [the teacher] must provide extension
activities to those learners who are more capable or receptive than others. The adaptations
will focus on time and learning pace; individualize methodology; strengthen learning
strategies; assessment adapted to the learner’s needs. (Teacher 4, course syllabus, 2016)
These adaptations, however, were not observed in T4’s lessons. While his speech was clear and
at a right pace, T4 code switched regularly in his lessons, particularly in the same sentence, for
instructive purposes to assist students to understand more complicated concepts (Gierlinger,
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2015), as explained in previous section Theme 2. Teacher 4 also displayed examples of
regulative code switching to manage classroom tasks (Gierlinger, 2015). For instance, a routine
T4 had for every activity was to ask one student to read the instructions from the book (in
English) and a different student to translate them into L1, to reassure that students understood
what they had to do.
Regarding reviewing and assessing lesson concepts, T4 did a review of the most
significant concepts learned in previous sessions at the beginning of each observed lesson. This
assessment was done orally, asking questions to all students, so every learner had an opportunity
to demonstrate their knowledge. In the observed lessons, this review consisted of T4 asking
nearly all students to describe the weather (e.g., “today is sunny” and “today is not snowy”). He
also reviewed certain concepts, such as states of the water (ice or steam) or pollution in these
lesson opening discussions. Teacher 4 had prioritized on-going assessment and informal
evaluation over his CLIL teaching years to the point of abandoning formal assessment almost
completely, as he recognized in his interview:
I try to take a general look at their [work]. Lately, I also value the progress of each
learner. That is, a student who has been going to private English classes since he was
three and does not do his work in class or is uninterested in the course will have a lower
grade than another student who has a lower proficiency in English than he does but had a
constant evolution in class. (Teacher 4, personal communication, March 30, 2017)
In fact, as the syllabus recorded in the assessment criteria of the course, everyday class work
represented the 90% of the grade, while the remaining 10% corresponds to written or oral tests
taken in each unit. It was also specified in the syllabus that the class work was assessed through
observation.
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In general, T4 showed a strong sense of team work, and as so he believed that
collaboration between teachers in general and between EFL and CLIL teachers in particular
should be unavoidable. However, this was not always true in his school, although in his case, he
taught both courses, but did not reinforce or assisted his CLIL classes in his EFL lessons in
anyway. In his interview, T4 admitted that he taught from the book and did not prepare any
additional activities or tasks, because he had “become lazy” (Teacher 4, personal
communication, March 30, 2017) after nine years teaching the same content and the same CLIL
textbook.
Cross-case analysis. Summary of findings
!
The section below provides a summary of the main findings obtained in each of the
above-described case studies. Findings will be now explained in relation with the research
questions of this study.
What instructional practices do teachers use in their CLIL classes? Do these
practices recognize the dual focus of CLIL on language and content? Findings show that the
instructional practices that teachers in this study use in their CLIL classes do not recognize the
dual focus of CLIL on language and content. Instead, their instructional practices show a salient
preference to content over language and use of teacher-designed tasks that focus on the
application of content but not language. T2, T3, and T4 show concerns that content is lost when
taught in a foreign language, because learners do not have the necessary proficiency to fully
comprehend certain content concepts in the L2. The tasks that teachers in this research use in
their content lessons, as shown in Table 9, do not favor learners’ cognitive engagement and the
application of higher order thinking skills. Consequently, T2, T3, and T4 observations revealed
that content is oversimplified (in their interviews, T2 and T3 also admitted consciously focusing
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on content that was easier for learners to acquire in the L2). These practices, however, disagree
with the practices that, according to Navés (2002, p. 94), are characteristic of successful CLIL
programs, namely the implementation of active-teaching practices that favor learners’ cognitive
engagement with demanding activities and questions that integrate content and language, which
is also recognized to favor learning of both subject and language (Coyle et al., 2010). Similarly,
Llinares and Dalton-Puffer (2015, p. 70) also identified learner centeredness and learner
involvement as giving access to achieving the integration of content and language, characteristic
of CLIL.
Table 9
Teachers’ practices in CLIL
Accommodation of
students

!

Use of
interactive and
participative
tasks
Moderate

Cognitively and
Varied resources
linguistically
challenging tasks
Infrequent

Teacher-designed
audiovisuals and
worksheets

Teacher 1

Simplifying content,
use of songs and
videos, scaffolding

Teacher 2

Simplifying content
and tasks, use of
videos,
manipulatives

None

None

Teacher-designed
audiovisuals and
worksheets

Teacher 3

Simplifying content
and tasks, selecting
non-abstract content,
visuals,
manipulatives, songs

None

None

Teacher-designed
audiovisuals and
worksheets

Teacher 4

Use of gestures and
demonstrations

Very little

Infrequent

Textbook and
accompanying
audiovisuals
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All observed teachers used multimedia materials, such as PowerPoint slides and videos,
in their CLIL classes as a way of assisting learners and making content comprehensible, and
support learners using different scaffolding strategies (Navés, 2002; Bertaux et al., 2010; Coyle
et al., 2010; Marsh et al., 2012; Echevarria et al., 2013). As observed in their lessons and
syllabuses and in accordance to what they shared in their interviews, all four teachers assessed
content exclusively. According to Dalton-Puffer et al. 2010, the lack of specific language
standards is an obstacle for the implementation of the approach and its characteristic integration
of content and language.
How are language and content integrated in the classroom? How do teachers
address language issues in content classes? The teachers in the study do not integrate language
and content in their CLIL classes, which have a clear focus on content over language. The
teaching of language is limited to content vocabulary instruction and listening tasks, which
correspond to Coyle’s language of learning, while neglecting the language for learning (the
functional language of the content area) and the language through learning (language resulting
from the learner’s articulation of their understanding). The teachers expose learners to L2 input
from teacher-designed and level appropriate resources, explanatory videos, audios from
textbooks and songs, and use repetition of key words and phrases as a recurrent technique to
address language learning in CLIL. However, the input coming from some teacher’s speech (i.e.,
T3 and T4) in L2 is not consistent, considering their recurrent use of intra-sentential code
switching (see Table 10). In general, teachers encourage learners to use the classroom language,
such as requests, but do not plan for or favor the use of content-specific language, such as
content-specific genre or the language needed to carry out the tasks in the unit (e.g. describing
and comparing).
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All teachers in this study provided explicit feedback on content, and T1, T3 and T4,
additionally, provided some corrective feedback on pronunciation errors through recasts (T1 and
T3) and explicit correction (T4). T1 also corrected some grammatical errors, like the use of the
auxiliary verb do in negative sentences.
Table 10
Teachers’ code switching
Degree of code
switching
Very little

Purpose of code switching

Teacher 1

Code
switching
Yes

Teacher 2

Yes

Extensive

- Instructive to explain complicated
concepts.
- Regulative for discipline.
- Regulative for task management.

Teacher 3

Yes

Very little

- Regulative for discipline
(predominant)
- Instructive to assist students’ learning.

Teacher 4

Yes

Extensive

- Regulative for discipline
(predominant)
- Instructive to assist students’ learning

- Instructive to explain concepts that
students don’t know in L2.
- Regulative for discipline.
- Regulative for task management.
Note. Classification of the purpose of code switching based on Lasagabaster (2013) and Méndez
& Pavón (2012) in Gierlinger (2015).
How does the teacher’s previous training impact his/her instructional practices?
Results show that training plays a significant role in the CLIL instructional practices of teachers.
Teachers 1 and 4 received extensive training in CLIL (see Table 11), but for T4 that training was
focused on the use of the CLIL textbook and its accompanying resources rather than on CLIL
practices. The teacher who received intensive specialized training in CLIL over the years showed
more knowledge about CLIL’s theoretical basis and used more instructional practices that
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addressed both content and language. For example, T1 used instructional practices that included
scaffolding and strategies for making input comprehensible. Additionally, and differently from
the other participants who did not receive training in CLIL methodology, she engaged her
students cognitively by making links between past and new knowledge, and by providing ample
opportunities for interaction between students. She favors the use of learning strategies in her
CLIL lessons, such as the use of graphic organizers and cooperative learning techniques (e.g.
think-pair-share). Yet, the tasks and questions the teacher designs for her CLIL lessons do not
consider higher order thinking skills.
Table 11
Teachers’ training in CLIL
Trained in CLIL

Type of training

Teacher 1

Yes

Extensive. Taught some courses

Teacher 2

Yes

Very little - None

Teacher 3

Yes

Very Little and not related to current practice

Teacher 4

Yes

Extensive in use of CLIL textbook

This teacher, however, still favors slightly content over language in her lessons and
focuses on content-related language, almost exclusively, disregarding other important aspects of
language in CLIL, including communicative functions or genre-specific language.
While there are some notable differences in the use of instructional practices between
teachers who did not receive any training in CLIL and the one who did, there is still an
inclination to favor content over language in all the teachers observed in this study. There is still
some concern that content will be lost if L2 is given a significant role in the lessons, and a

!

147!

!
concern, as well, for designing challenging tasks that imply the use of higher order thinking
skills.
Summary
!
This chapter has provided an account of the main findings obtained by a case-by-case
analysis, regarding the three major themes of this study. Based on the main findings from each
case, the main research question and the two sub-questions of this study were answered. The
following chapter discusses the main findings and provides and contributes to the field of
research with an account of the main conclusions drawn from this study. The chapter ends with
recommendations for practice and for future research.

!

148!

!
Chapter 5
Discussion
Introduction
In the last decades, bilingual education with a focus on Content and Language Integrated
Learning (CLIL) in Spain has become an answer to the country’s tradition of ineffective foreign
language education. For example, in the Spanish Autonomous Community of Cantabria,
legislation regarding bilingual education states that all schools delivering bilingual programs
must include in their curricula the Content and Language Integrated Learning approach. CLIL is
“a dual-focused educational approach in which an additional language is used for the learning
and teaching of both content and language” (Coyle et al. 2010, p.1). So, there is a call for new
teacher training models. CLIL teachers must be able to teach both content and language, not just
teach content in an additional language. However, teacher initial education programs in Spain
have not evolved to meet these needs yet, and the administration does not currently see a need
for any methodological requirements for those teaching this approach.
In fact, one of the main problems that countries in Europe—including Spain—are facing
today when implementing CLIL programs is they have teachers who have various levels of
language competence and no or little training in the CLIL approach (de Graaf et al., 2007). A
Report by the Eurydice in 2006 already identified “a big shortage of teachers with the
qualifications needed to teach in schools making use of CLIL methodology” (Eurydice 2006,
p.52). When this is the case, the additional language becomes the language of instruction in
content classes, leaving the integration of content and language aside.
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It is important to recall that quality of instruction is closely linked to teacher training. In
the case of CLIL, “If…teachers are not trained to integrate language and subject learning
rigorously, then potential pedagogical value may be lost” (Coyle 2008, p.107).
As stated earlier, CLIL has been the focus of extensive research in Europe, but very few
studies have been carried out on teachers’ initial education in Europe (Morton, 2012), and even
fewer on CLIL teacher practices. Empirical classroom-based studies on the outcomes of CLIL
are not abundant, and scholars have pointed at the need for research on how integration of
content and language is best achieved in the classroom, and the role that teachers play in the
attainment of CLIL’s ultimate goal—integration of content and language (Pérez-Cañado, 2012;
Cenoz et al., 2013).
Effective implementation of educational programs only happens when teachers are
trained and prepared for instruction in such context. This study did a closer examination to
teacher’s instructional practices to identify the actual needs of teachers regarding CLIL delivery.
Using a case study methodology, the purpose of this study was to determine how successful
CLIL’s implementation is in bilingual elementary schools in Cantabria (Spain) by examining
CLIL teachers’ instructional practices and whether those practices reflect the dual focus on
content and language of the approach. Additionally, the study attempted to learn whether CLIL
teachers’ training in this approach impact their instructional practices. For that, the study
answered the following research questions:
Central research question (CRQ): What instructional practices do teachers use in their
CLIL classes? Do these practices recognize the dual focus of CLIL on language and content?
Sub-question 1 (SRQ1): How are language and content integrated in the classroom? How
do teachers address language issues in content classes?
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Sub-question 2 (SRQ2): How does the teacher’s previous training impact his/her
instructional practices in CLIL?
The next section will provide a brief summary of the research methodology and design
used in this study, as described in chapter 3.
Research design
!
The instructional practices of the four participant teachers in this study were examined
using a multi-case study approach. At the time of the study, the four participant teachers (three
females and one male) were working in public and charter elementary schools with a bilingual
program in Cantabria (Spain) and teaching a CLIL course. According to the requirements
established by the regional department of education to teach in a bilingual program, all the
participants were accredited a minimum B2 level of English, according to the CEFFR (one of
them had a C1) and had a degree in Elementary Teaching; three of them also held a
specialization in Music, PE and EFL. Their years of teaching experience in CLIL ranged from
two to 15, the same as the training they had received in CLIL (some teachers had received very
little training, while particularly one teacher had received extensive training in CLIL).
Data for the study were collected using three collection instruments (interviews,
classroom observations and analysis of classroom documents). Classroom observations provided
valuable empirical data on the instructional practices that teachers used in their CLIL lessons to
achieve the integration of content and language. For that aim, the Sheltered Instruction
Observation Protocol, or SIOP, (Echevarria et al., 2010) was used as an observation instrument,
given the similarities between Sheltered Instruction and CLIL as two approaches to content
instruction to non-native speakers of English, and the shortage of comprehensive observation
artifacts specific to CLIL instruction. The SIOP protocol (see Appendix A) consists of 30
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observable items grouped under eight categories (lesson preparation, building background,
comprehensible input, strategies, interaction, practice and application, and lesson delivery). Each
of those items is scored in a five-point scale (from 0 to 4), but, in this study, the SIOP protocol
was used as an observation tool and, therefore, the data collected was analyzed qualitatively. The
second data collection instrument used in this study was the semi-structured interview. Each
teacher participated in two interviews; Interview 1 (see Appendix B) asked about the teacher’s
demographics, academic and professional background, proficiency in English and training in
CLIL, and it tool place before classroom observations began. Interview 2 (see Appendix B),
which took place after all observations had been completed, examined the teacher’s CLIL
instructional practices in regards to the dual focus of CLIL on content and language, and the
learning resources, strategies and methodologies used to accomplish the integration of content,
language and cognition. Additionally, Interview 2 looked into the participants’ knowledge of
CLIL theoretical foundations, and how collaboration between teachers and schools is fostered in
Cantabria. Teachers also had the opportunity to share their opinions on bilingual education, the
issues they face on an everyday basis and their suggestions for improvement. The last data
collection method was the analysis of classroom documents, which in this study included the
syllabus of the course taught, which was designed at the beginning of the school year by the
teacher, and included the course’s objectives, learning standards, assessment and evaluation
criteria, methodology and resources used.
The extensive amount of data that these instruments provided was analyzed qualitatively,
according to three themes: dual focus on content and language; learning resources and
environments; and methodology, assessment and collaboration. Interviews were transcribed and
translated from Spanish to English, so data could be appropriately categorized. Similarly, data
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obtained from observations were also examined qualitatively in accordance with the three themes
and based on the field notes taken during observations and the results from observation of the
SIOP features in each lesson. Data obtained from the syllabus complemented that from
interviews and observations, given that the structure and content of the syllabus of each
participant was not uniform.
Following a multi-case study design, a comprehensive analysis of data was done for each
case individually, and later contrasted to answer the research questions of this study. The next
section will provide a summary of the main findings and the answers to the research questions.
Research findings
!
As outlined in Chapter 4, the within-case analysis of each participant provided valuable
data on the instructional practices they used in their CLIL lessons. Data were analyzed case by
case and triangulated based on the information obtained from the three sources of data
(interviews, observations, and analysis of syllabuses), according to three themes (dual focus on
content and language; learning resources and environments; and methodology, assessment and
collaboration).
To summarize the findings of this study, the findings regarding the dual focus of the
teachers’ CLIL lessons on content and language revealed that only Teacher 1 was aware of some
of CLIL fundamentals, such as the fact that the approach integrates language and content, and
the syllabus of Teacher 2 described some of CLIL’s principles, as part of the course’s
methodology. However, the instruments of data collection did not show the use or design of any
materials or assessment tools addressing CLIL’s standards for the integration of content,
language and learning skills (Coyle et al., 2010) in any of the participants, neither did the content
topics of the examined syllabuses include any language goals. None of the observed teachers
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included any explicit content or language objectives in their lessons. Lessons did not have a
language aim and while, overall, lessons had a content aim, teachers did not explicitly share it
with learners. It was observed that all teachers reinforced the use of Basic Interpersonal
Communicative Skills (BICS) in the L2, but not Cognitive Academic Language Proficiency
(CALP). Cummins (1979) coined these terms to refer to the skills L2 learners need to interact in
conversations (BICS) and to describe the highly decontextualized content-specific language
(CALP) L2 learners need to master the content in the target language, which entails much more
than content vocabulary exclusively, as teachers in this study erroneously believed. To facilitate
the L2 learners’ acquisition of CALP—which takes longer to master than BICS—teachers should
use different techniques to conceptualize the abstract academic language (Bertaux et al., 2010),
for instance, using visuals or linking information to the learners’ background (Snow et al., 1989;
Echevarria et al., 2013) in addition to using highly cognitive demanding tasks and questions
(Met, 1998; Coyle, 1999; Cummins, 2000; Coyle et al., 2010). While findings from observations,
interviews and syllabuses showed that all the participant teachers put a special emphasis on the
use of visual materials, the lack of cognitive demand of their tasks and of other strategies to help
learners acquire academic language showed that teachers did not have the necessary knowledge
of CALP that CLIL should provide (Navés, 2009; Bertaux et al., 2010). All participants denied
teaching metalinguistic awareness, although some illustrations were observed in Teacher 4, who
caused learners to notice some morphological features of English, such as compounds (e.g.
rainbow and water fall) and derivatives (e.g. cloud/ cloudy and snow/snowy), which can help
students develop strategies to learn new L2 vocabulary (Zhang, 2002). In sum, there was an
evident focus on content and neglect of language from all participants in their CLIL lessons;
however, the majority of teachers addressed linguistic issues like pronunciation errors and
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content vocabulary. Teachers 1 and 3 gave corrective feedback to learners’ pronunciation or
grammatical errors mainly through recasts (e.g. the use of the auxiliary verb in negative
sentences), while Teacher 4 gave explicit feedback to his students’ pronunciation mistakes (e.g.
adding a prosthetic /e/ phoneme in word-beginning clusters).
Findings on the learning environments and strategies used by teachers to achieve the
integration of content and language in CLIL revealed that, while the majority of teachers
addressed cognitively appropriate content for their students’ age and level, the questions and
tasks all teachers used in class focused on lower thinking skills and were consequently
cognitively undemanding. Several of the tasks observed in Teacher 2’s and Teacher 3’s lessons
consisted of repeating information (e.g. the mini-book of mammals in which students copied the
sentence describing the corresponding animal, and copying the food pyramid from the board).
Teacher 1 and Teacher 4, for example, used tasks that assessed the learners’ capacity to
remember the information heard from teacher designed audios or videos. While Teacher 2’s
syllabus made reference to fostering the use of learning strategies, it was not observed in any of
her lessons that she favored the use of learning strategies. Teachers 1 and 4, on the other hand,
displayed cooperative learning skills in their lessons (T4 also referenced the use of learning
strategies in his course syllabus); two instances were also observed in Teacher 3’s classes, when
she pointed at the lexical similarities between English and Spanish words, and when learners
classify animals in a chart, according to their characteristics. However, none of the participants
explicitly taught any learning strategies or fostered their frequent use, and all teachers admitted
not deliberately planning for introducing those strategies in their lessons. Cooperative learning
was observed to be used by Teachers 1 and 4, although the latter neither designed the tasks nor
chose to put them into practice, as it was part of a project to implement cooperative learning in
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his school (the cooperative learning project was being carried out by an external consultant that
also designed and scheduled the tasks that teachers had to use in their classes). As for the
teachers’ and learners’ use of the target language in class, T1 and T3 demonstrated a good
proficiency in English and encouraged students to use the L2 in class. Teachers 2 and 4, on the
other hand, showed an inconsistent use of the target language with recurrent inter- and intrasentential code-switching. Although T1 and T3 also code switched, the contexts where they used
the L1 were to discipline students and to assist certain students who still did not understand the
concept even after using several techniques to make content comprehensible (i.e. use of visuals
or gestures)—as they admitted in their interviews and was also observed in their lessons.
Teachers 2 and 4, additionally, also code switched to L1 when explaining more difficult content
or concepts unknown for students. Regarding learning resources, all participants used teacherdesigned, non-authentic materials and tasks, which did not include any experimental activities or
hands-on materials. Essentially, all teachers used a passive-learning approach in their CLIL
lessons that included predominantly teacher-centered classes where meaningful interaction was
observed in very rare instances (i.e. the use of some cooperative learning strategies observed in
T1 and T4), which promoted listening and reading, too. Contrary to these findings, CLIL
pedagogies demand active learning (Navés, 2002) in lessons that demand the use of higher-order
thinking skills—such as analyzing, creating, and evaluating—and where learners are actively
participating and interacting to construct knowledge (Bonwell & Eison, 1991).
Finally, the main findings obtained about the participants’ CLIL teaching methodology
and assessment strategies and tools showed that all teachers used audiovisual materials, such as
videos, presentations, and pictures, and the majority of them (i.e., T1, T2, and T4) also used
other strategies to make content comprehensible (e.g. gestures, modeling and scaffolding). All
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teachers admitted in their interviews (and was also documented in their syllabuses) to attending
to their students’ difference in level, yet no adaptation of content was observed in any lesson.
Teacher 2 had accommodations for students with learning difficulties and lower levels, who had
the assistance of another teacher to do the tasks and understand the instruction. Findings also
showed that participants only assessed content learning, in line with the teachers’ primary focus
on content.
Findings revealed that all schools stipulated a formal meeting of all teachers involved in
the school’s bilingual program at least once a month (as established by the regional department
of education); however, teachers admitted these meetings were usually designated for curricular
activities (e.g. school’s book fair, Halloween) but not for collaboration and information exchange
between CLIL and EFL teachers. In this study, T1 and T4 also taught EFL courses in their
respective schools; Teacher 1 reportedly collaborated with other CLIL and EFL teachers in the
school to support her classes and supported the language needed in CLIL in her own EFL
lessons. The other three teachers, on the other hand, asserted that collaboration in their schools
was not real. The use of self-evaluation instruments was not common either, and only T2
described using the quarterly report as a self-assessment tool.
The following section restates the main findings described above according to the study’s
research questions.
What instructional practices do teachers use in their CLIL classes? Do these
practices recognize the dual focus of CLIL on language and content? Findings show that the
instructional practices that teachers in this study use in their CLIL classes do not recognize the
dual focus of CLIL on language and content. Instead, their instructional practices show a salient
preference to content over language and use of teacher-designed tasks that focus on the
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application of content but not language. T2, T3, and T4 show concerns that content is lost when
taught in a foreign language, because learners do not have the necessary proficiency to fully
comprehend certain content concepts in the L2. The tasks that teachers in this research use in
their content lessons do not favor learners’ cognitive engagement and the application of higher
order thinking skills. Consequently, T2, T3, and T4 observations revealed that content is
oversimplified (in their interviews, T2 and T3 also admitted consciously focusing on content that
was easier for learners to acquire in the L2). These practices, however, disagree with the
practices that, according to Navés (2002, p. 94), are characteristic of successful CLIL programs,
namely the implementation of active-teaching practices that favor learners’ cognitive
engagement with demanding activities and questions that integrate content and language, which
is also recognized to favor learning of both subject and language (Coyle et al., 2010). Similarly,
Llinares and Dalton-Puffer (2015, p. 70) also identified learner centeredness and learner
involvement as giving access to achieving the integration of content and language, characteristic
of CLIL.
All observed teachers used multimedia materials, such as PowerPoint slides and videos,
in their CLIL classes as a way of assisting learners and making content comprehensible, and
support learners using different scaffolding strategies (Navés, 2002; Bertaux et al., 2010; Coyle
et al., 2010; Marsh et al., 2012; Echevarria et al., 2013). As observed in their lessons and
syllabuses and in accordance to what they shared in their interviews, all four teachers assessed
content exclusively. According to Dalton-Puffer et al. 2010, the lack of specific language
standards is an obstacle for the implementation of the approach and its characteristic integration
of content and language.
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How are language and content integrated in the classroom? How do teachers
address language issues in content classes? The teachers in the study do not integrate language
and content in their CLIL classes, which have a clear focus on content over language. The
teaching of language is limited to content vocabulary and listening tasks, which correspond to
Coyle’s language of learning, while neglecting the language for learning (the functional language
of the content area) and the language through learning (language resulting from the learner’s
articulation of their understanding).. The teachers expose learners to L2 input from teacherdesigned and level appropriate resources, explanatory videos, audios from textbooks and songs,
and use repetition of key words and phrases as a recurrent technique to address language learning
in CLIL. However, the input coming from some teacher’s speech (i.e., T3 and T4) in L2 is not
consistent, considering their recurrent use of intra-sentential code switching. In general, teachers
encourage learners to use the classroom language, such as requests, but do not plan for or favor
the use of content-specific language, such as content-specific genre or the language needed to
carry out the tasks in the unit (e.g. describing and comparing).
All teachers in this study provided explicit feedback on content, and T1, T3 and T4,
additionally, provided some corrective feedback on pronunciation errors through recasts (T1 and
T3) and explicit correction (T4). T1 also corrected some grammatical errors, like the use of the
auxiliary verb do in negative sentences.
How does the teacher’s previous training impact his/her instructional practices?
Results show that training plays a significant role in the CLIL instructional practices of
teachers. Teachers 1 and 4 received extensive training in CLIL, but for T4 that training was
focused on the use of the CLIL textbook and its accompanying resources rather than on CLIL
practices. The teacher who received intensive specialized training over the years showed more
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knowledge about CLIL’s theoretical basis and used more instructional practices that addressed
both content and language. For example, T1 used instructional practices that included scaffolding
and strategies for making input comprehensible. Additionally, and differently from the other
participants who did not receive training in CLIL methodology, she engaged her students
cognitively by making links between past and new knowledge, and by providing ample
opportunities for interaction between students. She favors the use of learning strategies in her
CLIL lessons, such as the use of graphic organizers and cooperative learning techniques (e.g.
think-pair-share). Yet, the tasks and questions the teacher designs for her CLIL lessons do not
consider higher order thinking skills.
This teacher, however, still favors slightly content over language in her lessons and
focuses on content-related language, almost exclusively, disregarding other important aspects of
language in CLIL, including communicative functions or genre-specific language.
While there are some notable differences in the use of instructional practices between
teachers who did not receive any training in CLIL and the one who did, there is still an
inclination to favor content over language in all the teachers observed in this study. There is still
some concern that content will be lost if L2 is given a significant role in the lessons, and a
concern, as well, for designing challenging tasks that imply the use of higher order thinking
skills.
Discussion
The findings that address the first research question of this study revealed that teachers
displayed an evident preference for content in their lessons up to the point of obviating the
language component of CLIL, something that goes in line with previous research across Europe
(Dalton-Puffer et al., 2010). The teachers’ obligation to cover the curriculum in time urges them
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to focus on delivering the required content in the fastest way possible and that often translates in
teaching content in another language rather than integrating both components (Coyle, 2007;
Dalton-Puffer et al., 2010). Additionally, three of the four participant teachers openly shared
their negative beliefs about CLIL teaching and bilingual education, which they considered as
being unrealistic given the difficulty entailed in learning content in a language in which students
are not proficient. Teachers’ beliefs have an ensuing effect in their instructional practices
(Cumming 1989; Burns, 1992; Borg, 2006) and, in this case, it seems that some teachers’
preconceptions about the self-perceived difficulty of learning content in a foreign language could
prompt the oversimplification of the required level- appropriate content concepts (Pavón &
Ellison, 2013) and the use of cognitively undemanding tasks, basing their instruction on the
learners’ proficiency in the target language instead of their cognitive level. In fact, one of CLIL’s
major challenges for teachers is to deal with the disparity in the learner’s cognitive and L2
proficiency levels—something that does not occur in L1 content teaching (Coyle et al., 2010)—
and base their planning on the learners’ cognitive level and not on their L2 proficiency.
Nevertheless, not only does content need to be adequately challenging for learners to be engaged
and motivated but also the tasks should attend to the learners’ cognitive level and not only to
their proficiency in the target language (Snow, 1987; Short, 1997; Met 1998; Coyle, 1999). For
that, CLIL teachers should be acquainted with the curriculum and with area-specific strategies
that can facilitate content learning, for example, in Science the use of experiments and hands-on
materials is particularly helpful for students with lower proficiency in L2 (Short, 1991; Met,
1999). Findings revealed that, instead, teachers incorporate teacher-designed non-authentic tasks
and resources to their L2 content lessons with no attention to experiments or hands-on materials,
which could particularly assist younger learners. On the contrary, an active-teaching approach in
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which learners are engaged, motivated, and know the teacher’s expectations regarding content
and language outcomes is a common characteristic of effective CLIL instruction (Met, 1999;
Echevarria et al., 2000; Navés, 2002; Pavón & Ellison, 2013). This teacher-centeredness seem to
be triggered by the teachers’ concerns about learners acquiring the content required by the
curriculum (Coyle, 2007) and their insecurities about their own L2 proficiency (Dalton-Puffer,
2008; Pavón & Ellison, 2013). Overall, findings showed that teachers lack the necessary
resources (materials and training) to make the needed adaptations to their instruction of content
in L2, which are essential to CLIL’s success (Navés, 2009).
The second research question examined the way in which content teachers addressed
language issues in their classes, and how content and language are integrated in CLIL lessons in
general. As identified earlier, the teachers under study displayed a clear focus on content over
language; language served as a mere means for learning content, which was simply taught in
another language (Dalton-Puffer, 2007; Dalton-Puffer et al., 2010; Pavón & Ellison, 2013).
These findings agree with previous research in Europe that evidenced that language goals were
not as thorough as content objectives, leading to a prevalence of content over language in CLIL
(Dalton-Puffer, 2007; Dalton-Puffer et al., 2010).
In this study, interaction was mainly teacher-dominated, but in some instances (such as
Teacher 1), there were opportunities for interaction between learners. Teacher 1 was the only
teacher who incorporated interactive tasks and group work fairly systematically, and those
interactions were primarily meaning-focused. Integration of content and language was neglected
by the majority of teachers studied, who believed that language learning in CLIL was merely
incidental by exposure to L2 (Ruiz Gómez, 2015) through videos, songs, texts or the input
received from the teacher (only T1 made reference to the concept of ‘integration’). Overall,
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teachers conceptualized the CLIL classroom as a setting for language practice, and erroneously
understood ‘language’ in CLIL as the traditional language teaching of grammatical structures
and isolated vocabulary (Pavón & Ellison, 2013). For that reason, teachers—with the exception
of Teacher 1—admitted their role was not to teach language in their content classes and,
therefore, they did not address it in their lessons. Most teachers, however, provided corrective
feedback on pronunciation and grammatical errors with the use of recasts, but did not facilitate
opportunities for output production with the use of, for instance, communication tasks (Pica,
Kanagy & Falodun, 1993). Output not only provides opportunities for language practice, it also
accomplishes a noticing function by drawing the learner’s attention to new language structures
and favors the use of metacognitive skills, like testing hypotheses to try out new language
structures (Swain, 1995). However, according to the findings, facilitation of output and
meaningful interactions were not present, which also limited the role of language in content
classes to being only the means of instruction, as already pointed out by a Eurydice study to be a
common practice in 2006. Teachers only focused on Basic Interpersonal Communicative Skills
or BICS (Cummins, 2000) and encouraged learners to use it in class, too. On the other hand,
Cognitive Academic Language Proficiency or CALP (Cummins, 2000)—which is more
cognitively demanding than BICS—was not observed to be used by teachers and, at the same
time, was not required in any task or activity used in class.
Finally, findings also showed two different tendencies regarding teachers’ use of the L2
in the classroom. Two of the observed teachers (T1 and T3) used L2 for instruction almost
exclusively, with some instances of code-switching to L1 (e.g. after explaining a concept using
different strategies for comprehensible input, and classroom management), and encouraged
learners to use the L2 when asked in a question during the lesson, too. The other two participant
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teachers, on the other hand, continually code-switched in their lessons, mostly in the same
sentence and in all situations (i.e., explanation of tasks or concepts, responding to learners’
questions, classroom management), and did not encourage their students to use the L2, which
seemed to be a strategy to compensate their deficiency in L2 proficiency, in one case, and to
assist the self-perceived learners’ difficulty to understand the message in L2 exclusively.
The observed misconception of the actual role of the target language in content classes
and the resulting teachers’ deficiency in addressing language appropriately in content CLIL
classes seem to be the result, once again, from the teachers’ need for training in CLIL
fundamentals (Pérez-Cañado, 2016) and the conceptualization of language in CLIL (cf.
Language Triptych in Coyle et al., 2010).
The last research question looked into the effect of teacher’s previous training in his/her
instructional practices. While the four teachers participating in this study had received some
training in CLIL, the degree and topics covered varied greatly between participants. Teacher 1
was the most experienced participant teaching CLIL and the teacher who had received the most
extensive training, particularly during the beginning years of bilingual programs being
implemented in Cantabria (see Table 2). Teacher 2, on the other hand, was the teacher with the
least experience and training in CLIL. Teacher 3 had received some training courses (less than a
month) in CLIL for Music and for secondary teachers, so they were not applicable to her
situation at the moment of the study. Finally, Teacher 4—who also had extensive experience as a
CLIL teacher—had also received some training in CLIL but it was offered by the publishing
house of the CLIL textbooks they used in his school and it was oriented towards the correct use
of the textbook and its resources. Findings from teachers’ interviews exposed their agreement on
the lack of training in CLIL offered for in-service teachers in Cantabria, particularly in the last
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years. Teachers 1 and 4, who began teaching CLIL when bilingual programs first started growing
in number in Cantabria, admitted there were more training courses available at that time than it
was in the last few years. In fact, Teacher 4 blamed this shortage of CLIL training courses on the
institutions considering it an already-established learning approach in bilingual schools in
Cantabria, so they had to move on to training teachers in new methodologies. Nevertheless, what
can be inferred from the findings is that teachers’ preference for transmission-oriented
approaches seems to be a result from their lack of first-hand knowledge of active-learning
methodologies—which they are aware of but have not received training to apply them in their
classes or have not experienced them themselves as students either. Here, the teacher’s
motivation and willingness to constantly update him or herself play a key role for researching
and applying new methodologies, as was the case of Teacher 1, who had been looking into
cooperative learning and trying out ways to implement it in her CLIL lessons (this was part of
her self-declared will to improve herself as a teacher and implement methodologies that could
assist her students). On the contrary, the instructional practices observed in elementary CLIL
teachers in Cantabria show a stagnation in the teaching methodologies used in their classes with
a clear preference for passive teaching and learning. While, in theory, their syllabuses advocated
for interactive methodologies with a focus on individualized learning and attention to diversity,
evidence from observations and interviews showed that instruction was predominantly teachercentered, with little opportunity for experimentation, and critical thinking and higher order
thinking were ignored.
Without the necessary knowledge of CLIL’s fundamentals and theoretical foundations
(i.e. the role that language plays in content classes, the necessary cognitive engagement for
students to learn content, or the importance of meaningful interaction between students, among
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others), it remains in question whether learners benefit from CLIL lessons as much as expected
using this approach.
Conclusions
!
The section that follows is an account of the main conclusions drawn based on the
findings of this study. The limited number of participants in this study and the triangulation of
data from three different instruments allowed to perform intensive individual case studies that
reinforce the drawing of the following conclusions. !
Language is overlooked in CLIL lessons. Findings showed a predominant focus on
content over language in all the observed teachers. Teacher 1 partially supported language
learning in her CLIL classes and was aware of the dual focus on both content and language of
this approach. On the other hand, the other three participant teachers openly shared—and
consequently demonstrated in their lessons—an exclusive focus on content. These three teachers
also acknowledged their concern about learners missing content if they were taught in L2 Lack
of official curriculum or language standards for CLIL. None of the four participants included any
language objectives in their lessons and only Teacher 2’s syllabus recognized the role of
language in CLIL classes, although it was not observed in her lessons and she openly admitted
not carrying it out in her classes. Research in CLIL has recurrently acknowledged the integration
of content and language characteristic of this approach, yet there has not been an account of the
language standards pertaining to CLIL in all educational levels (Dalton-Puffer et al., 2010).
Teachers follow the official curriculum with the learning standards of the content subject they
are teaching, but there are no learning standards regarding language, which makes it difficult for
teachers to consider language in their content classes. Teachers 2, 3 and 4, in fact, believed that
CLIL provided learners with opportunities to enrich their vocabulary through L2 exposure.
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However, these teachers were unconvinced of the potential of the approach to improve the
learner’s L2 competence in general, being particularly critical of the term ‘bilingual’ (personal
communications, 2017).

!

CLIL teachers do not integrate content, language and learning strategies. Several
scholars (Coyle, 2000; Marsh, 2002; Mehisto et al., 2008; Coyle et al., 2010) have defined the
importance of integration of content, language and learning strategies at the core of effective
CLIL. However, as observed in the present study and in previous research carried out in Europe
(Dalton-Puffer et al., 2010), this integration does not take place in CLIL classrooms, where there
is a primary focus on content. Teachers in this study were unaware of strategies to integrate
content, language and learning strategies in their classes. They admitted not considering
language or learning strategies when planning their lessons, and three of them also
acknowledged their concern about learners missing content if they were taught in L2. Without
the required integration of content and language, instruction in CLIL classes does not differ from
content classes in L1 (Cenoz et al., 2013, p. 252). !
CLIL teachers consider that the language component of the approach refers to the
content area lexicon and exposure to input in L2. Findings showed teachers were unaware of
language competences other than linguistic—i.e. sociolinguistic, dialogic and strategic
competences (Canale & Swain, 1980)—understanding by ‘language’ the form-focused
instruction of traditional EFL teaching, with a focus on grammatical forms and vocabulary.
Participants considered content vocabulary the primary (and sometimes exclusive) academic
language to be addressed in CLIL classes. Findings also showed that teachers did not know any
language specific to the subject area they were teaching in the L2. Except for T1 who was a L2
specialist, the teachers in this study lacked the necessary language awareness that, according to
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Marsh (2008, p. 233), CLIL teachers need. Language awareness consists of knowing the target
language, how it is best learned and how speakers communicate in the L2 in authentic situations
(Marsh, 2008, p. 233). However, the findings of this research showed that teachers lacked the
two latter. Teachers 2, 3 and 4 believed that learning of the target language was incidental in
CLIL and happened by exposure (Ruiz Gómez, 2015) to the input received from videos, songs,
and teacher’s speech (personal communications, 2017).!
Teachers lack of training to teach CLIL has a negative impact on their beliefs about
the approach. Those teachers who had not been trained in CLIL’s fundamentals and effective
methodologies (i.e., T2, T3 and T4) had assumed that the approach interfered with the learning
of the required level-appropriate content and that it merely offered learners more exposure to L2.
There is a general agreement in the field of education that teacher’s beliefs are usually influenced
by their own experiences as students (Lortie, 1975; Holt Reynolds, 1992), and that these beliefs
can have an impact on their instructional practices (Crawley & Salyer, 1995). Similarly, Borg
(2003) considered that language teacher’s beliefs are influenced by their own L2 learning
experience. The findings of this study are consistent with these assertions, because those teachers
who had negative beliefs about CLIL learning were, at the same time, the ones who had barely
received any training in CLIL’s fundamentals and methodology. Yet, there is not enough
evidence from the findings in this study to conclude that their own experience learning a second
language had an impact on their beliefs. !
Teachers with a negative conception about learning content in a foreign language
lower their expectations about the learners’ academic achievement. CLIL teachers’ negative
beliefs and preconceptions of the approach, as findings showed for T2, T3 and T4, had a
negative impact on the students’ learning process. These teachers believed that learning the same
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level-appropriate content in a foreign language as learners do in their L1 is an unreal expectation
(personal communications, 2017). Accordingly, as it was observed in their lessons (and they
admitted in their interviews), T2, T3, T4 lowered their expectations for the learners’ academic
and L2 performance. In order to make content accessible for learners and, presumably, due to
their lack of methodological resources to make content comprehensible, these teachers simplified
the content and the tasks to being not cognitively engaging for learners. These findings are
contrary to what research has identified as characteristic of effective CLIL programs, in which
teachers qualified in both content and language have high expectations about their learners and
high teaching standards (Navés, 2009, p. 36). !
The lack of a specific CLIL curriculum, teacher’s job instability and inadequacy of
knowledge of CLIL’s fundamentals are a threat to the effective implementation of bilingual
programs. In addition to the teachers’ lack of knowledge of CLIL’s fundamentals, the absence
of language objectives to teach CLIL or a specific curriculum that integrates content and L2
goals, as it was earlier described, obstruct the correct implementation of the program, not only in
terms of lesson preparation but also in terms of assessment and evaluation of objectives.
Although some steps have been taken in this direction in Europe with the specification of some
language objectives by the CLIL Compendium Project, for instance (Dalton-Puffer et al., 2010),
the official curriculum of Cantabria still does not contemplate any linguistic goals for bilingual
programs. Additionally, Navés (2009) noted that one of the characteristics of efficient CLIL
programs around the world include “long-term, stable programs and teaching staff” (p. 36),
something that is not possible in Cantabria with the current situation of interim teachers in public
schools, who are transferred from school to school every year.
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As Phipps and Borg (2009, p. 381) suggest, teachers’ instructional practices can also be
influenced by the context of the participants (i.e., time constraints and curriculum demands).
Findings from the present study, showed that, the teachers’ unstable employment situation as
interim teachers (T2 and T3) could have also had an impact on their instructional practices. As
these teachers pointed out, in addition to time constraints, they also have to deal with the
availability of personal and material resources to assist them in their practice and to contribute to
the school’s bilingual project.
Recommendations
!
Recommendations for practice. The findings of this study should drive the design of
training courses for in-service CLIL teachers on active-teaching student-centered and
participative methodologies, and in language awareness and SLA theories, in addition to the
CLIL’s theoretical fundamentals and practical methodologies to apply them in class. While the
Language Triptych and 4 Cs Framework (Coyle et al., 2010) provide a good methodological
springboard for teachers to familiarize with integration and the role of language in the approach,
other research-based approaches, such as the SIOP (Echevarria et al., 2010), could provide good
model for practice. There has been extensive research on CLIL’s conceptual pedagogies (Coyle,
2000; Mehisto et al., 2008; Coyle et al., 2010), but as findings showed in the present study,
teachers need specific methodological and instructional practices that they can apply in their
classes (Dalton-Puffer et al., 2010). Additionally, there should be a resource bank available for
all teachers where they could share not only materials and activities, but also encourage the
exchange of ideas for good practice. It would also be beneficial to have a resource bank with
video-recorded classes that showed teachers’ good instructional practices at all educational levels
and for all the content areas taught in L2. It would be convenient, too, to modify the existing
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requirements for content CLIL teachers (having a B2 level of English) and include some training
requirements when, of course, such training is available for pre- and in-service teachers. Relative
to this is the next recommendation to design a specific teacher education course for pre-service
teachers to specialize in both content and language teaching and in the extensively researched
theoretical conceptions of bilingual and content-based education. While certain universities in
Spain offer a Master’s degree in CLIL teaching (Fernández & Halbach, 2011; Pérez Cañado,
2015) and most universities offer a module on CLIL in teaching degrees, it is essential that
universities consider empirical classroom-based research on CLIL teacher’s needs in order to
design the most pertinent training.
Recommendations for further study. Given the limited number of this multiple casestudy research, further studies that include a larger number of participant teachers could provide
additional data on the correlation between CLIL teacher’s beliefs, teaching practices, and the
effects that lack of training and job instability have on the effective implementation of bilingual
programs in primary schools. Also examining the effects of other variables, such as teaching
experience and training in both content and language teaching could also provide insightful data.!!
Research in elementary learners’ performance in subject areas that they have learned in
L2 and comparing these results with those of learners in mainstream classes is also strongly
recommended. However, the lack of standardized tests in content in Cantabria implies the
additional need of designing such test. The regional department of education has designed a
standardized test in EFL competency that is delivered to students at the end of year 6, which is
the last year of elementary education. There are two different tests, one for schools without a
bilingual program, which tests students for a target A1 level, and another test for students in
bilingual schools for a target level of A2. In grade 3 of elementary education, there is a
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standardized EFL test that assesses the learners’ competence in listening, reading and writing in
L2, and this test is the same for all school across the region. Comparing the results from this
standardized test of learners in bilingual and non-bilingual programs could also give relevant
data on their L2 learning processes.
Additionally, there is a shortage of empirical research in CLIL instructional practices of
elementary teachers that needs to be addressed. While extensive research has been done in the
area of CLIL teaching in secondary education (Dalton-Puffer, 2007; de Graaff et al., 2007;
Llinares & Whittaker, 2009; Morton, 2010; Olivares Leyva & Pena Diaz, 2012) and in the last
years of elementary education, there is a significant scarcity of research studies on the
instructional practices that could be the most effective to facilitate the integration of content and
language in the earliest years of elementary education in CLIL. Dalton-Puffer et al. (2010)
already identified the “imperative” (p.288) need to examine real integration of content and
language in classroom-based research, given the focus of most research on either content or
language teaching and learning. The findings of the present study reveal that much research is
still needed in this area.
The potential of using TWIOP (the Two-Way Immersion SIOP)—which is a researchedbased approach to teaching content in L2—in the CLIL context is also encouraged based on the
results of the present study. The practical nature of the SIOP (and TWIOP) and the extensive
classroom-based research that has been carried out in North America on its classroom practices,
provide an empirical base for further studies to test its implementation in Spain (and by
extension to other countries in Europe). Studies on this area could provide valuable data on
specific instructional practices that CLIL teachers could use to design their lessons.
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Appendix A
The Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol (SIOP®)

Lesson Preparation
4
1.! Content objectives clearly
defined, displayed and reviewed
with students

3

2
Content objectives for students
implied

1

0
No clearly defined content
objectives for students

3

2
Language objectives for
students implied

1

0
No clearly defined language
objectives for students

3

2
Content concepts somewhat
appropriate for age and
educational background level of
students

1

0
Content concepts
inappropriate for age and
educational background level
of students

3

2
Some use of supplementary
materials

1

0
No use of supplementary
materials

3

2
Some adaptation of content to
all levels of student proficiency

1

0
NA
No significant adaptation of
content to all levels of
student proficiency

3

2
Meaningful activities that
integrate lesson concepts but
provide few language practice
opportunities for reading,
writing, listening, and/or
speaking

1

0
No meaningful activities
that integrate lesson concepts
with language practice

Comments:
4
2.! Language objectives clearly
defined, displayed and reviewed
with students
Comments:
4
3.! Content concepts appropriate
for age and educational
background level of students
Comments:
4
4.! Supplementary materials used
to a high degree, making the
lessons clear and meaningful
(e.g. computer programs,
graphs, models, visuals)
Comments:
4
5.! Adaptation of content (e.g.
text, assignment) to all levels of
student proficiency
Comments:
4
6.! Meaningful activities that
integrate lesson concepts (e.g.,
interviews, letter writings,
simulations, models with
language practice opportunities
for reading, writing, listening,
and/or speaking
Comments:
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Building Background
4
7.! Content explicitly linked to
students´ background
experiences

3

2
Concepts loosely
linked to students´
background
experiences

1

0
NA
Content explicitly linked to
students´ background experiences

3

2
Few links made
between past learning
and new concepts

1

0
No links made between past
learning and new concepts

3

2
Key vocabulary
introduced, but not
emphasized

1

0
Key vocabulary not introduced
or emphasized

3

2
Speech sometimes
inappropriate for
students´ proficiency
levels

1

0
Speech inappropriate for
students´ proficiency levels

3

2
Unclear explanation
of academic tasks

1

0
No explanation of academic tasks

3

2
Some techniques
used to make content
concepts clear

1

0
No techniques used to make
concepts clear

3

2
Inadequate
opportunities
provided for students
to use learning
strategies

1

0
No opportunity provided for
students to use learning
strategies

Comments:
4
8.! Links explicitly made between
past learning and new concepts
Comments:
4
9.! Key vocabulary emphasized
(e.g., introduced, written,
repeated, and highlighted for
students to see)
Comments:

Comprehensible Input
4
10.! Speech appropriate for students´
proficiency levels (e.g., slower
rate, enunciation, and simple
sentence structure for beginners)
Comments:
4
11.! No explanation of academic
tasks
Comments:
4
12.! A variety of techniques used to
make content concepts clear
(e.g., modeling, visuals, handson activities, demonstrations,
gestures, body language)
Comments:
4
13.! Ample opportunities provided
for students to use learning
strategies
Comments:
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4
14.! Scaffolding techniques
consistently used, assisting and
supporting student understanding (e.g., think-alouds)

3

2
Scaffolding
techniques
occasionally used

1

0
Scaffolding techniques not used

3

2
Infrequent questions
or tasks that
promote higherorder thinking skills

1

0
No questions or tasks that
promote higher-order thinking
skills

3

2
Interaction mostly
teacher/dominated
with some
opportunities for
students to talk about
or question lesson
concepts

1

0
Interaction teacher/dominated
with no opportunities for students
to discuss lesson concepts

3

2
Grouping
configurations
unevenly support the
language and content
objectives

1

0
Grouping configurations do not
support the language and content
objectives

3

2
Sufficient wait time
for student
responses
occasionally provided

1

0
Sufficient wait time for student
responses not provided

3

2
Some opportunities
for students to clarify
key concepts in L1

1

0
NA
No opportunities for students to
clarify key concepts in L1

Comments:
4
15.! A variety of questions or tasks
that promote higher-order
thinking skills (e.g., literal,
analytical, and interpretive
questions)
Comments:

Interaction
4
16.! Frequent opportunities for
interaction and discussion
between teacher/student and
among students, which
encourage elaborated responses
about lesson concepts
Comments:
4
17.! Grouping configurations
support language and content
objectives of the lesson
Comments:
4
18.! Sufficient wait time for student
responses consistently provided
Comments:
4
19.! Ample opportunities for
students to clarify key concepts
in L1 as needed with aide, peer,
or L1 text
Comments:
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Interaction
4
20.! Hands-on materials and/or
manipulatives provided for
students to practice using new
content knowledge

3

2
Few hands-on
materials and/or
manipulatives
provided for students
to practice using new
content knowledge

1

0
NA
No hands-on materials and/or
manipulatives provided for
students to practice using new
content knowledge

3

2
Activities provided
for students to apply
either content and
language knowledge
in the classroom

1

0
NA
No activities provided for
students to apply content and
language knowledge in the
classroom

3

2
Activities integrate
some language skills

1

0
Activities do not integrate
language skills

3

2
Content objectives
somewhat supported
by lesson delivery

1

0
Content objectives not supported
by lesson delivery

3

2
Language objectives
somewhat supported
by lesson delivery

1

0
Language objectives not
supported by lesson delivery

3

2
Student engaged
approximately 70%
of the period

1

0
Student engaged less than 50%
of the period

3

2
Pacing generally
appropriate, but at
times too fast or too
slow

1

0
Pacing inappropriate to students´
ability levels

Comments:
4
21.! Activities provided for students
to apply content and language
knowledge in the classroom
Comments:
4
22.! Activities integrate all language
skills (i.e., reading, writing,
listening, and speaking)
Comments:

Lesson Delivery
4
23.! Content objectives clearly
supported by lesson delivery
Comments:
4
24.! Language objectives clearly
supported by lesson delivery
Comments:
4
25.! Student engaged approximately
90% to 100% of the period
Comments:
4
26.! Pacing of the lesson appropriate
to students´ ability levels
Comments:
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Review & Assessment
4
27.! Comprehensive review of key
vocabulary

3

2
Uneven review of
key vocabulary

1

0
No review of key vocabulary

3

2
Uneven review of
key content concepts

1

0
No review of key content
concepts

3

2
Inconsistent
feedback
provided to students
on their outpout

1

0
No feedback
provided to students on their
outpout

3

2
Assessment of
student
comprehension and
learning
of some lesson
objectives

1

0
No assessment of student
comprehension and learning
of lesson objectives

Comments:
4
28.! Comprehensive review of key
content concepts
Comments:
4
29.! Regular feedback
provided to students on their
outpout (e.g., language, content,
work)
Comments:
4
30.! Assessment of student
comprehension and learning
of all lesson objectives (e.g.,
spot checking, group response)
throughout the lesson
Comments:

(Reproduction of this material is restricted to use with Echevarria, Vogt, and Short (2008), Making Content
Comprehensible for English Learners: The SIOP Model.)

!

187!

!
Appendix B
Interviews
Interview 1
English translation.
1.! Full name
2.! Age
3.! Describe your educational background, as referred to:
a) University degree(s)
b) Masters in Ed./ Foreign language/ Postgraduate degrees
4.! How many years of teaching experience in total do you have? Which age groups have
you taught?
5.! How many years of teaching experience in bilingual schools/programs do you have?
6.! What are your areas of expertise? Which subjects have you taught in your years of
experience?
7.! What type of training in CLIL teaching have you received by
a)! your university?
b)! the regional department of education?
c)! yourself/on your own?
8.! What other types of training have you received?
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9.! In general, what is your attitude to professional development?
10.!How would you describe your proficiency level in English?
11.!How did you achieve your current level of English?
12.!Have you stayed abroad in an English-speaking country? If yes, of what type (work,
studies, leisure)?
13.!What is your motivation for teaching CLIL rather than content subjects in the first
language?
Interview 1
Original questions in Spanish.
1.! Nombre y apellidos
2.! Edad
3.! Describe tu formación académica, en relación a:
a) Título(s) universitario(s):
b) Máster en Educación/ Enseñanzas de lenguas/ Títulos de posgrado:
4.! ¿Cuántos años de experiencia tienes, en total, dando clase?
¿A qué grupos de edad has enseñado?
5.! ¿Cuántos años de experiencia tienes enseñando en colegios o programas bilingües?
6.! ¿Cuáles son tus áreas de experiencia? ¿Qué asignaturas has impartido en tus años de
experiencia?
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7.! ¿Qué tipo de formación en enseñanza CLIL has recibido por parte de:
a)! la universidad donde estudiaste?
b)! la consejería de educación?
c)! por cuenta propia?
8.! ¿Qué otro tipo de formación has recibido?
9.! En general, ¿cuál es tu postura en lo referente a la formación continuada (desarrollo
profesional)?
10.!¿Cómo describirías tu nivel de competencia en inglés?
11.!¿Cómo alcanzaste tu nivel de inglés?
12.!¿Has realizado alguna estancia en un país de habla inglesa? En caso afirmativo, ¿de qué
tipo (trabajo, estudios, placer)?
13.!¿Cuál es tu motivación para enseñar CLIL en vez de asignaturas de contenido en
español?
Interview 2
English translation.
CLIL FUNDAMENTALS
1.! How would you describe CLIL teaching and bilingual education? i.e. describe its core
features (definition, models, planned outcomes, methodology, driving principles);
common misconceptions, etc.

!

190!

!
2.! What are the main benefits for students and teachers of bilingual/ CLIL programs?
3.! What are the main problems/disadvantages of CLIL?
4.! What are the main differences between teaching content in the student's first language
and teaching the same content in the second language? Regarding work/effort (students
and teachers), difficulties, lesson planning.
5.! How do you prepare your CLIL classes?
6.! [Only for teachers who have ever taught English or are specialized in this area] What are
the main differences for a student between the EFL class and the Science class in the
foreign language (CLIL)?
7.! How do you support language learning in content classes? Which techniques do you use?
CONTENT AND LANGUAGE AWARENESS
8.! How do you integrate content and language in your classes? / Do you use any
techniques/strategies to integrate content and language in your Science classes?
9.! Do you help students reflect upon their own learning process? How?
10.!Do you develop students’ learning skills in the Science classroom? (e.g. problem solving
skills, critical thinking, effective communication, etc.) How?
11.!Do you foster critical thinking among your students? How?
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12.!Do you promote metalinguistic awareness? [i.e., non-literal use of the language
(metaphors, similes); rhetoric; understanding the context where language is produced to
interpret its meaning (literal or implicit); riddles; etc.] How?
13.!Do you consider Basic Interpersonal Communicative Skills (BICS) and Cognitive
Academic Language Proficiency (CALP) techniques when designing tasks for your
Science classes?
14.!Is language learning scaffolding present in your content classes? How?
CLASSROOM MANAGEMENT
15.!One of CLIL’s core features is its triple focus on content, language and learning skills,
which techniques do you use in your Science classes to support this triple focus?
16.!How do you encourage learners’ intrinsic motivation for learning in your CLIL classes?
17.!When/ In which situations do you use Spanish in your Science classes? How often do you
use it?
LEARNING RESOURCES
18.!What are the most important resources (materials, audiovisuals, etc.) that you regularly
use in your CLIL classes? How are they different from those in the regular content
classroom (i.e., content classes in the students’ L1)?
19.!How do you assess the amount of resources available for CLIL teachers?
20.!Have you ever had to design your own resources for your CLIL classes?
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METHODOLOGY AND ASSESSMENT
21.!How would you describe your teaching methodology and the teaching strategies you use
in your Science classes?
22.!What types of assessment do you use with your students in class? [e.g. formal, informal,
initial, on-going, final, formative, summative, on-spot checking, etc.].
RESEARCH AND EVALUATION
23.!How do you assess yourself as a CLIL teacher and your teaching process?
CLIL MANAGEMENT
24.!Is there a frequent collaboration between CLIL teachers and foreign language teachers?
How is that collaboration?
25.!Is collaboration between bilingual schools fostered in Cantabria?
PERSONAL REFLECTION AND COMMENTS
26.!What are the most important areas of growth you would like to be trained in as a CLIL
bilingual teacher?
27.!In your opinion, what are the minimum required characteristics that a CLIL teacher
should have?
28.!What is your opinion on the level of competence in English required for CLIL teachers?
Is the language competence of B2 enough to teach a content subject?
29.!Do you believe there should be any CLIL training requirements to be a CLIL teacher?
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30.!Do you have any other comments and suggestions about CLIL education and teacher
training in Cantabria?
Interview 2
Original questions in Spanish.
FUNDAMENTOS TEORICOS DE CLIL
1.! ¿Cómo describirías la enseñanza CLIL en la educación bilingüe?
2.! ¿Cuáles son los principales beneficios de los programas bilingües y la enseñanza CLIL
para alumnos y profesores?
3.! ¿Cuáles son los principales problemas/desventajas de CLIL?
4.! ¿Cuáles son las principales diferencias entre enseñar contenido en la primera lengua del
alumno y enseñar el mismo contenido en una segunda lengua? en cuanto al trabajo o el
esfuerzo que tenga que poner sobre todo el profesor para la preparación de las clases, etc.!
5.! ¿Cómo te preparas tus clases de CLIL?
6.! [solo para profesores que hayan enseñado inglés o especialistas de inglés] ¿Cuáles son las
principales diferencias para el alumno entre la clase de inglés y la clase de contenido en
inglés (CLIL), por ejemplo, Science?
7.! ¿Cómo favoreces el aprendizaje del idioma en las clases de contenido?
CONOCIMIENTO LINGUISTICO Y DEL CONTENIDO
8.! ¿Cómo integras contenido y lengua en tus clases? ¿Utilizas alguna técnica concreta?
9.! ¿Ayudas a tus alumnos a reflexionar sobre su propio proceso de aprendizaje? ¿Cómo?
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10.!¿Desarrollas sus capacidades de aprendizaje en el aula? ¿Cómo?
11.!¿Favoreces el pensamiento crítico entre tus alumnos? ¿Cómo?
12.!¿Promueves la conciencia metalingüística? ¿Cómo?
13.!¿Consideras técnicas para las “destrezas básicas de comunicación interpersonal” (BICS
en inglés) y la “competencia cognitiva en los usos académicos de la lengua” (CALP en
inglés) al diseñar tus clases?
14.!¿Está presente en tus clases el andamiaje de aprendizaje del idioma (scaffolding)?
¿Cómo?
GESTION DE LA CLASE
15.!Una de las características principales de CLIL es el triple enfoque en contenido, lengua y
destrezas de aprendizaje ¿Cómo mantienes este triple enfoque en contenido, lengua y
destrezas de aprendizaje en el aula?
16.!¿Cómo fomentas la motivación intrínseca del alumno por aprender?
17.!¿En qué situaciones utilizas español en tus clases de Science? ¿Con qué frecuencia lo
utilizas?
RESCURSOS DE APRENDIZAJE
18.!¿Qué recursos suelen utilizar con más frecuencia en tus clases CLIL (materiales,
audiovisuales, etc.)? ¿En qué se diferencian de los recursos de las clases de contenido en
español?
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19.!¿Cómo valoras la cantidad de recursos que hay disponibles para profesores de CLIL?
20.!¿Alguna vez has tenido que diseñar tus propios recursos para tus clases CLIL?
METODOLOGIA Y EVALUACION
21.!¿Cómo describirías tu metodología de enseñanza y las estrategias que utilizas en tus
clases?
22.!¿Qué tipos de evaluación utilizas en tus clases (formal/informal, inicial, formativa,
sumativa, etc.)?
INVESTIGACION Y EVALUACION
23.!¿Cómo evalúas tu trabajo como profesor CLIL, y cómo evalúas tu proceso de enseñanza?
CLIL MANAGEMENT
24.!¿Existe una colaboración frecuente entre los profesores de contenido (CLIL) y los
profesores de lengua inglés? ¿Cómo es esa colaboración; en qué consiste?
25.!¿Se favorece la colaboración entre escuelas bilingües en Cantabria?
REFLEXION Y COMENTARIOS PERSONALES
26.!¿Cuáles son las áreas en las que te gustaría recibir formación como profesor bilingüe
CLIL?
27.!¿Qué requisitos consideras imprescindibles para un profesor CLIL?
28.!¿Cómo describirías el nivel de competencia en inglés que se requiere para trabajar como
profesor bilingüe? ¿Consideras suficiente un nivel de competencia de B2?
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29.!¿Crees que debería haber requisitos de formación en CLIL para ser profesor bilingüe?
30.!¿Tienes comentarios y sugerencias sobre la educación bilingüe y la formación del
profesorado en Cantabria?
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Appendix C
Extracts from interviews and syllabus
Teacher 1
Interview 1.
Extract 1. English.
O: What type of training in CLIL teaching have you received?
T1: The school where I previously worked, as it had an agreement with the British Council, gave
us several training courses in CLIL. One of these courses, for instance, was on Literacy and
Science in Liverpool.
I even taught some CLIL training courses myself. I also attended some courses offered by the
regional department of education, but they’ve offered very few, in general.
Voluntarily, I attended a CLIL course in Oxford, but being in the UK, it addressed CLIL from
the point of view of teaching immigrants, but that is a different context from the one we have in
Spain with CLIL.
Extract 1. Spanish.
O: ¿Qué tipo de formación en enseñanza CLIL has recibido?
T1: Sí, el centro en el que trabajé anteriormente, al ser del British Council, nos impartió varios
cursos. Uno de ellos, por ejemplo, fue de Literacy y Science en Liverpool.
Sí, también he asistido a alguno, pero ha habido pocos, en general. También he impartido yo
alguno.
Sí, hice uno en Oxford, pero claro, al ser en Reino Unido trataba CLIL más desde el punto de
vista de recibir inmigrantes, que es diferente a como es CLIL en España.
Extract 2. English.
O: What is your motivation for teaching CLIL rather than content subjects in the first language?
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T1: I like teaching English and I think that teaching content in English is even more motivating
because you need to be more creative, think about different ways of making content more
accessible for students, which is difficult.
Extract 2. Spanish.
O: ¿Cuál es tu motivación para enseñar CLIL en vez de asignaturas de contenido en español?
T1: Pues me gusta enseñar inglés y me parece que enseñar contenido en inglés es aún más
motivador, porque tienes que ser más creativo, pensar en nuevas formas de facilitar el contenido,
lo cual es muy difícil.
Interview 2.
Extract 3. English.
O: What are the most important resources (materials, audiovisuals, etc.) that you regularly use in
your CLIL classes?
T1: I look up resources on the Internet, I prepare my own worksheets and even if I find some
worksheet on the Internet, I still have to adapt something, you cannot always use them as you
find them. Even if these are resources from another bilingual teacher, they may not be adapted to
what you want to teach, so you always need to adapt them. It also happens to me from one year
to another. Despite all the years I’ve been working, I still search for new resources or adapt the
ones I already have.
Extract 3. Spanish.
O: ¿Qué recursos suelen utilizar con más frecuencia en tus clases CLIL (materiales,
audiovisuales, etc.)?
T1: Busco bastantes recursos en internet, elaboro mis propias fichas, y si algunas veces las
encuentro, que también hay cosas que encuentras en internet, pero la mayoría de las veces hay
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que adaptar algo, no siempre puedes utilizarlo directamente. Porque además bueno, incluso
aunque sean recursos que utiliza otro profesor bilingüe, pues a lo mejor no está adaptado a lo que
tú quieres transmitir, entonces normalmente, siempre hay que adaptar algo. Incluso me ocurre de
año a año. Aunque lleve años trabajando, siempre buscas nuevos recursos o haces adaptaciones
de lo que tienes.
Extract 4. English.
O: What are the main differences between teaching content in the student's first language and
teaching the same content in the second language? Regarding work/effort (students and
teachers), difficulties, lesson planning.
T1: It takes longer to prepare your lessons, because, of course, most of the times we deal with
specific content vocabulary that we don’t know. If you are an EFL teacher, you don’t know that
specific language; there’s no reason why you should know it. Even if you are a content teacher,
you may not know that vocabulary in English. You may have a good command of English but
you don’t know that vocabulary, so it takes a bigger effort. I always say CLIL teachers need
willingness for working in a bilingual program; you need willingness because it is going to be
challenging.
Extract 4. Spanish.
O: ¿Cuáles son las principales diferencias entre enseñar contenido en la primera lengua del
alumno y enseñar el mismo contenido en una segunda lengua?
T1: Para muchos profesores supone el prepararlo más. Porque claro, muchas veces es un
lenguaje específico que no tenemos, porque si eres profesor de inglés, pues no tienes ese
lenguaje específico. Incluso muchas veces si eres profesor de la asignatura, no tienes tampoco el
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lenguaje ese en inglés. Puedes tener buen nivel de inglés, pero no no tener el lenguaje. Pues
supone un mayor esfuerzo. Yo digo que hace falta voluntad para ser profesor en un programa
bilingüe, hace falta voluntad porque sabes que te supone un mayor reto y trabajo.
Extract 5. English.
O: What are the most important areas of growth you would like to be trained in as a CLIL
bilingual teacher?
T1: I would like to receive training in cooperative learning. I would like to continue researching
for new strategies and how to implement them in my class, because it’s not always easy. It is
easier in their mother tongue. In English is complicated some times because of students’
proficiency level in the language.
Extract 5. Spanish.
O: ¿Cuáles son las áreas en las que te gustaría recibir formación como profesor bilingüe CLIL?
T1: enseñanza cooperativa, me gustaría seguir buscando eso, nuevas estrategias y ver cómo
aplicarlas, porque no siempre es fácil. Porque en su propia lengua, es más sencillo, en inglés
algunas veces es complicado, por el nivel que los niños tienen.
Extract 6. English.
O: How do you integrate content and language in your classes?
T1: I use vocabulary. Sometimes we look for structures that could be repetitive. But mostly that.
Normally, I try to introduce the vocabulary first and then we’ll work on it. Lots of repetition, not
only of linguistic structures, but also content. I always try to go back to what we learned on the
previous session and work from there. I also try to do as many oral activities as possible, so they
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are able to listen, to talk, even if they don’t do it correctly, and everyone has the opportunity to
talk, to express themselves [in English]. That is why I try to do quite a few group activities.
Extract 6. Spanish.
O: ¿Cómo integras contenido y lengua en tus clases?
T1: Pues eso, vocabulario. Y algunas veces pues sí que buscamos estructuras que puedan ser
repetitivas. Pero bueno sobre todo es eso. Normalmente lo que intento es introducir primero el
vocabulario que después vamos a trabajar. Mucha repetición, ya no solamente por estructuras
lingüísticas, sino también de contenido, siempre procuro retomar lo que hemos visto el día
anterior o días anteriores para sobre ello ampliar. También lo que intento es hacer el mayor
número de actividades orales, que ellos sean capaces de escuchar, de expresar, aunque no lo
hagan correctamente, y que todo el mundo tenga la posibilidad de hablar, de expresar, siempre
que se puede. Por eso intento hacer bastantes actividades en parejas o en equipos.
Extract 7. English.
O: Is there a frequent collaboration between CLIL teachers and foreign language teachers? How
is that collaboration?
T1: We have a textbook in English class, so sometimes, if possible, when there is a unit in
English related to the Science topic, even if it doesn’t follow the order [of the syllabus], I use it
at the same time. For example, now, I am teaching animals in grades 1 and 2 in CLIL Science,
and there is a unit on animals in EFL, so I teach that unit at the same time. Whenever possible,
we reinforce vocabulary and structures, for example, ‘kangaroos eat’ or ‘kangaroos can walk’
Extract 7. Spanish.
O: ¿Existe una colaboración frecuente entre los profesores de contenido (CLIL) y los profesores
de lengua inglés? ¿Cómo es esa colaboración; en qué consiste?
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T1: En nuestro caso, tenemos un libro de texto en inglés y no lo tenemos en Science …
… si hay algún tema, pues aunque no vaya en el orden, sí que suelo utilizar ese tema mientras.
Por ejemplo ahora, estoy dando animales en primero y segundo, tienen un tema de animales en
inglés, entonces, utilizamos ese tema. Siempre que es posible, sí que reforzamos. Reforzar
vocabulario, estructuras, porque también la estructura "mammals" o "kangaroos eat" or
"kangaroos walk", sí que, "or can walk"
Extract 8. English.
O: When/ In which situations do you use Spanish in your Science classes? How often do you use
it?
T1: When you observe that they still don’t understand the content, despite using visuals or
adapting the content, or with children who are not able to explain it, then sometimes it is
[necessary to use the L1]; you have no choice.
Extract 8. Spanish.
O: ¿En qué situaciones utilizas español en tus clases de Science? ¿Con qué frecuencia lo utilizas?
T1: Pues algunas veces, cuando notas que el contenido no acaban de comprenderlo, a pesar de
utilizar visuales, de hacérselo más simplificado, pues algunas veces sí que. O para ciertos niños
que no son capaces de explicarlo.
Extract 9. English
O: How do you prepare your CLIL classes?
T1: I take ideas from the Internet or from published [CLIL Science] textbooks, but you have to
adapt them; even textbooks you can’t use them like that. There are some schools that use them,
but for me it would be the same you do in Spanish Science class: textbook, and they learn the
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content, which is very complicated because, of course, it’s in a second language and it is hard for
the student to learn it. So, you need to adapt it to them somehow, break it down for them,
scaffold.
Extract 9. Spanish
O: ¿Cómo te preparas tus clases de Science?
T1: sí que tomo ideas de internet o de libros de texto que ya están publicados, pero hay que
adaptarlos, es que incluso los libros de texto, no puedes utilizar… Sí que hay colegios que los
tienen, pero para mí sería un poquitín lo mismo que se hace en castellano. Libro de texto, se
aprenden el contenido, que es muy complicado, porque claro, en una segunda lengua, es
complicado que el niño se lo aprenda no? Entonces hay que adaptárselo de alguna forma, dárselo
un poco triturado, en scaffolding...
Extract 10. English
O: What are the main problems/disadvantages of CLIL?
T1: As years go by and students advance, then, of course, the contents we need to teach are more
complex, so sometimes it is difficult to convey such contents in an accessible and easy way for
all students. And that’s another problem we face, that many times, children disconnect when you
speak in English to them, instead of paying closer attention so they can understand. So, staying
focused on another language is difficult, and even more so for students with difficulties.
Extract 10. Spanish
O: ¿Cuáles son los principales problemas/desventajas de CLIL?
T1: A medida que que van pasando los cursos y van avanzando, pues claro, cada vez los
contenidos que se trabajan son más complejos, con lo cual, algunas veces es complicado el
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transmitir esos contenidos de una forma asequible y sencilla para todos. Y después ese es otro
problema que se detecta, que muchas veces los niños, cuando les hablas en inglés en lugar de
prestar más atención para poderlo entender, es que como que desconectan … en lugar de intentar
que de lo que me hablan a ver si consigo comprender el contenido, entonces el mantener la
atención a través del segundo idioma resulta complicado. Y después, pues a los niños que tienen
problemas, pues todavía les cuesta más.
Extract 11. English
O: What types of assessment do you use with your students in class? [e.g. formal, informal,
initial, on-going, final, formative, summative, on-spot checking, etc.].
T1: On a daily basis, we assess their participation, their involvement in class, their work, that
their work is well presented, home work. And then, at the end of each unit, they take a short
written test. But daily, we assess them with the questions we ask them about what they have
learned on the previous session.
Extract 11. Spanish
O: ¿Qué tipos de evaluación utilizas en tus clases (formal/informal, inicial, formativa, sumativa,
etc.)?
T1: Diariamente valoro su participación, su implicación en la clase, el trabajo, la presentación de
sus trabajos, el trabajo en casa también, lo valoramos. Y después al final de cada tema, hacemos
un pequeño examen escrito. Pero diariamente, hacemos la valoración que haces pues haciendo las
preguntas sobre lo que hemos trabajado el día anterior, es una forma también de valorarlo.
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Teacher 2
!
Interviews
Extract 1. English.
O: So, what do you do in HR? How does it work?
T2: Students don’t switch from one language to another. They see the EFL teacher and know that
with that teacher it’s English only, but since you teach them courses in L1, they want you to
translate into Spanish.
Extract 1. Spanish.
O: ¿Y entonces en las tutorías qué haces? ¿Cómo funciona?
T2: No me gusta más que nada porque ellos no cambian el chip porque a los profesores de inglés
los ven y aunque no hablen en inglés todo el rato, cambian el chip "con ésta sólo en inglés" y
claro como ellos te ven a todas, pues tienden mucho a que traduzcas
Extract 2. English
O: Do you have any other comments and suggestions about CLIL education and teacher training
in Cantabria?
T2: I consider that one lesson of Science a week is really insufficient and it is inadequate to call
these schools bilingual. In just one lesson you don’t have time to do anything; they cannot be
bilingual in that way. Accordingly, it is not bilingual either if the CLIL teacher is an interim
teacher, as it is usually the case, he/she just got accredited a B2 in L2 and has no idea how to
teach Science. Then, well, those students will get through the year learning some basic
vocabulary from the unit, but that isn’t ‘bilingual’. There should be more continuity, but there are
not enough qualified [CLIL] teachers. That’s it, there isn’t enough qualified teachers. [The
regional department of education] turns to interim teachers and, many times, if this happens
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during their first years of teaching, interims, unless they self-trained themselves in CLIL and are
really good in this area, they won’t do more than that [teaching basic vocabulary].
Extract 2. Spanish
O: ¿Tienes comentarios y sugerencias sobre la educación bilingüe y la formación del profesorado
en Cantabria?
T2: Bueno, también el numero de horas de Science que también es, depende de cómo lo plantees,
pues una hora a la semana lo veo muy insuficiente en los centros en los que lo tienen, para
llamarse bilingüe porque no...Si tienen una hora pues no te da tiempo a nada, ni puedes ser
bilingüe de esa manera. De la misma manera que no es bilingüe si el profesor es interino, como
suele ser, acaba de sacarse el B2 y no tiene ni idea de cómo transmitir, como decíamos, Science.
Entonces bueno, pues, pasarán el curso, aprenderán el vocabulario básico de la unidad pero eso
no es ser bilingüe. Entonces bueno, se exigiría un poco de continuidad en eso. Que tampoco
sean... bueno es que tampoco hay suficiente profesorado preparado. Es eso, no hay suficiente
profesorado preparado. Se tira de interinos y muchas veces los interinos pues, los que les tocan
los primeros años, a no ser que sean ellos por su formación propia muy buenos en ese área, no va
a más.
Extract 3. English.
O: What are the main differences between teaching content in the student's first language and
teaching the same content in the second language? Regarding work/effort (students and
teachers), difficulties, lesson planning.
T2: There is more preparation [in CLIL] than there is in Ciencias, and unless you have some
years of teaching experience, at the beginning is harder. To me it is harder. I spend many hours
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finding the vocabulary I want them to learn or preparing an experiment, for example, while in
Spanish I would only have to prepare the experiment and that’s it. But [in CLIL] I have to plan a
whole process for the student to learn the vocabulary, the content, and assess it. In Spanish is
more natural because students already know that animal or the basic vocabulary. It also takes
longer for students, because it takes you [the teacher] much longer if you want to carry out the
unit well, because at the end, you can summarize the information in Spanish in just one day, but
in English you need to teach everything with a much bigger effort.
Extract 3. Spanish
O: ¿Cuáles son las principales diferencias entre enseñar contenido en la primera lengua del
alumno y enseñar el mismo contenido en una segunda lengua? en cuanto al trabajo o el esfuerzo
que tenga que poner sobre todo el profesor para la preparación de las clases, etc.
T2: Obviamente la preparación es mayor, ciertamente si quieres dar Ciencias de una manera
empírica y un poco experimental también las preparas igual, lo que pasa es que, a no ser que ya
lleves unos años de experiencia como te digo al principio te cuesta más. A mí me cuesta. Me
paso mis horas, desde buscar el vocabulario que les quiero dar hasta preparar la experiencia, y en
español me quedaría sólo con preparar la experiencia, y aquí tengo que planificar todo un
proceso de que el alumno se entere del vocabulario, que pase a través del contenido, evaluarlo.
En español es más natural porque partes de que los alumnos ya saben lo que es el animal en sí o
el vocabulario base, entonces bueno pues sí que lleva más tiempo. Al alumno también le lleva
más tiempo porque tardas mucho más si quieres que la unidad eh (.) se lleve a cabo bien, tardas
muchísimo más en en que se lleve a cabo porque si no la información en español que se
transmite al final es resumida en un día en español pero en inglés pues tienes que cubrirlo pues
con mucho más, más esfuerzo, más todo.
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Extract 4. English
O: What are the main problems/disadvantages of CLIL?
T2: A disadvantage of bilingual education is that, not that we are losing [content], but I don’t
teach as much content as I would if I were teaching in Spanish. I don’t go in depth into the topics
and my explanations. With my fourth-grade students, I’m just happy if they understand the
concepts superficially, while in Spanish we would go further. Maybe [both languages] could be
combined to make it perfect. Another problem is how much they understand; I give them tests,
ask them questions and I know some students understand everything, they almost understand the
lesson in Science, but those are the fewest. Most of them just understand the basics, and an
important percentage remembers almost nothing.
Extract 4. Spanish
O: ¿Cuáles son los principales problemas/desventajas de CLIL?
T2: Desventajas de la enseñanza bilingüe a través de por ejemplo de Science? que, no perdemos,
pero no doy tanto contenido como daría en español, eso está claro. Y n- o sea, no profundizo
tanto en las cosas y en las explicaciones, muchas veces en cuarto me conformo con que lo
entiendan por encima o entiendan los conceptos y en español sé que llegaríamos más. Quizá se
podría combinar para hacerlo perfecto. Otro problema...cuál iba decir yo? se me acaba de
olvidar. Otro problema (.) hasta cuándo entienden, vale, yo les pongo tests, les hago preguntas y
hay alumnos que sé que se enteran de todo y que casi se enteran de la lección en Science en
inglés lo mismo que se enterarían en español, pero son los menos. Yo creo. En mi opinión. Luna gran parte de la clase, la mayoría, se queda con lo básico, con el concepto básico que
estemos dando, un porcentaje mucho menor con todo o lo entiende realmente, y y otro porcentaje
importante no entiende casi nada.
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Extract 5. English
O: What is your opinion on the level of competence in English required for CLIL teachers? Is the
language competence of B2 enough to teach a content subject?
T2: It’s not the same having a B2 level of English, which is okay, than [teaching CLIL]. I had
my first experience three years ago, and it wasn’t the same. It’s not the same as knowing English,
and it’s not the same as…You feel like a teacher of nothing. You need to have a certain level of
English, but you also need to have some knowledge about the field of English [teaching]. Unless
you’ve had some previous training or studied about [CLIL] before, it’s impossible.
Extract 5. Spanish
O: ¿Cómo describirías el nivel de competencia en inglés que se requiere para trabajar como
profesor bilingüe? ¿Consideras suficiente un nivel de competencia de B2?
T2: Y tampoco es lo mismo tener un nivel B2 en inglés, que vale está bien, pero llegas a... ((ríe))
Llegué yo, hace tres años a las primeras experiencias en dar clase en inglés y no es lo mismo. No
es lo mismo que saber inglés ni es lo mismo...Sabes? es un poco...te sientes profesor de nada.
Entonces es como...Necesitas ser profes-. Necesitas tener nivel de inglés, pero necesitas tener
algún conocimiento del área en inglés. No es lo mismo, es como... Te lo tienes que haber o
estudiado tu primero o haber hecho algún curso porque si no es como imposible.
Extract 6. English
O: In your opinion, what are the minimum required characteristics that a CLIL teacher should
have?
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T2: The main characteristic that any CLIL teacher should have is to know about English
[teaching] because, otherwise, it implies a training effort and a threat for students, who risk of
not understanding what they teach them or of getting wrong information.
Extract 6. Spanish
O: ¿Qué requisitos consideras imprescindibles para un profesor CLIL?
T2: Requisitos. Pues sobre todo que le gusta la m-, o que sepa primero de inglés, porque si no
también es un esfuerzo de formación y riesgo para los alumnos también propio de no enterarse, o
de que les trasmitan información sesgada.
Extract 7. English
O: Do you have any other comments and suggestions about CLIL education and teacher training
in Cantabria?
T2: The main problem is that CLIL teacher training in Cantabria is insufficient and subject to the
teacher’s personal initiative. There isn’t time available for collaboration with other teachers,
sharing [resources and ideas] nor is there enough trained teachers.
That’s the problem, there aren’t enough trained teachers. [The regional department of education]
turns to interim teachers, who unless are well trained by own choice, they won’t do much.
Extract 7. Spanish
O: ¿Tienes comentarios y sugerencias sobre la educación bilingüe y la formación del profesorado
en Cantabria?
T2: Pues sí, insuficiente y sujeta a propia iniciativa del profesor, que es lo que no puede ser.
Tampoco hay tiempo como habíamos hablado para coordinarnos entre los profesores y para
compartir.
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Bueno es que tampoco hay suficiente profesorado preparado. Es eso, no hay suficiente
profesorado preparado. Se tira de interinos y muchas veces los interinos pues, los que les tocan
los primeros años, a no ser que sean ellos por su formación propia muy buenos en ese área, no va
a más.
Extract 8. English
O: How do you prepare your CLIL classes?
T2: Usually, I go to some Science textbooks first to see how they organize a unit, then I look up
experiments in all the books we have on experiments, and a third step is going online to go
through all the videos and practice activities. After that, I try to put it all together, we could say,
as a lesson plan. We start with something motivating, like a video, and then some theory, and
then on that same day they do an exercise that would make the theory more enjoyable. Alternate
theory and practice, with a worksheet or experiment.
Extract 8. Spanish
O: ¿Cómo te preparas tus clases de Science?
T2: Primero lo que suelo hacer es ir a los libros de referencia que tengo de Science ... después
cojo los libros de experiencias … y luego un tercer paso voy a todo lo que haya en la red. Tanto
de vídeos como de de alguna experiencia práctica. Y luego ya lo intento aunar un poco, lo
intento orde- ordenar en un planning .... Pues empezamos con un vídeo algo de motivación,
luego un poco de teoría, luego en ese mismo día pues qué puedes hacer para llevar la teoría un
poco más amena? … Ver la teoría e inter- intentar intercalarlo con alguna ficha o experiencia
para...

!

212!

!
Extract 9. English
O: How are these resources different from those in the regular content classroom (i.e., content
classes in the students’ L1)?
T2: When I taught Ciencias [Science in L1], honestly, I did not use as many different resources,
such as teacher’s guides to compare them and extract the best from them. I also erred in not
planning as many experiments as I have [this year]. Not being tied to a textbook favor [the use of
more resources].
Extract 9. Spanish
O: ¿En qué se diferencian éstos de los recursos de las clases de contenido en español? T2: No
variaba tanto en materiales, la verdad sea dicha, aunque esté mal decirlo. No usaba tantos
recursos diferentes como por ejemplo guías de profesor para compararlas y extraer lo mejor de
cada una. También he pecado de no hacer tantas experiencias prácticas como puedo haber hecho
aquí. Al estar, al no estar sujetos a un libro también te lo facilita
Extract 10. English
O: When/ In which situations do you use Spanish in your Science classes? How often do you use
it?
T2: [I use] Spanish for general instructions, after telling them in English; when I feel they did not
understand me; to summarize and make sure that the students who don’t get [the content] in
English, will get at least something in Spanish; for discipline when they start acting up; or when
they ask me [in Spanish] and I forget and answer [in Spanish], too.
O: Do you find it necessary?
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T2: I find it more and more necessary to give them a small [summary in Spanish] after an
explanation in English to make sure they understood, particularly if you feel that some students
are not following. Even a minute or two in Spanish at the end, I believe it’s very positive.
Extract 10. Spanish
O: ¿En qué situaciones utilizas español en tus clases de Science? ¿Con qué frecuencia lo utilizas?
T2: El español? Pues ya te digo en las explicaciones generales después de haberles dado una en
inglés, cuando les veo que no me han entendido para resumir sobre todo también para resumirlo
y asegurarme que al pequeño porcentaje de niños que no les llega en inglés les va a llegar por lo
menos algún algo en español o cuando se ponen a enredar y les tengo que parar como disciplina,
o cuando estamos haciendo algo y me preguntan y se me puede ir un poco como ahí.
O: ¿Lo consideras necesario?
T2: Cada vez más estoy viendo que darles un pequeño pequeñísimo aunque sea después de una
explicación en inglés asegurarte de que lo han entendido, sobre todo si tienes alumnos que sabes
que no te siguen del todo sí que lo estoy viendo, aunque sea un un minuto o dos de
resumencísimo en castellano para comprobar que lo han sabido, yo creo que es bastante
positivo.
Syllabus.
Extract 1. English. The content in the subject of Science will contribute to create an
authentic learning context, in which the L2 works as a means to access learning and construct
knowledge. This way, oral transactions and communicative exchanges will be introduced
gradually from the beginning, always encouraging students to use the L2 with the aid of all the
resources they need: body language, sounds, or support of L1. We will also support students in
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their use of the L2 with the use of language scaffolding, using modeling techniques and alreadyknown structures as a starting point and moving on to independent and creative production.
Extract 1. Spanish. El contenido de la asignatura de Ciencias contribuirá a crear un
contexto de aprendizaje auténtico, en el que la lengua extranjera funcione como una herramienta
de aprendizaje y construcción de conocimiento. De esa manera, los intercambios orales y
comunicativos serán introducidos gradualmente desde el comienzo, siempre recomendando a los
alumnos usar la lengua extranjera con la ayuda de los recursos que necesiten: lenguaje corporal,
sonidos, o el apoyo en la primera lengua. Ayudaremos a los alumnos en su uso de la lengua
extranjera con el uso de herramientas de andamiaje del lenguaje, usando técnicas de estructuras
modelos y conocidas como un punto de partida desde el que puedan avanzar a realizar
producciones más independientes y creativas.
Teacher 3
!
Interviews
Extract 1. English.
O: What is your motivation for teaching CLIL rather than content subjects in the first language?
T3: Having a motivation [for teaching CLIL] is sometimes difficult, considering the situation of
constant change [of interim teachers]. In my case, it was a personal situation, but provoked by
the system itself: they make you choose and, at the end, you decide to change paths and waste all
your talents.
Extract 1. Spanish.
O: ¿Cuál es tu motivación para enseñar CLIL en vez de asignaturas de contenido en español?
T3: La motivación, pues a veces cuesta un poco, teniendo en cuenta la situación de cambio
continuo. Primero te formas en una especialidad, luego te ves un poco obligado. Bueno, fue una
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situación personal, pero provocado un poco por el propio sistema, ¿no? Te dan un a escoger, y al
final decides cambiarte y desperdicias un poco los recursos.
Extract 2. English.
O: In general, what is your attitude to professional development?
T3: They demand a lot of us, we have to do a lot of things but, most of the times, we don’t have
the training to do them and you feel very much alone. At the end, you get by on your own,
working extra hours, researching at home, paying for training courses, and asking your
coworkers for help.
Extract 2. Spanish.
O: En general, ¿cuál es tu postura en lo referente a la formación continuada (desarrollo
profesional)?
T3: Porque luego nos exigen muchas cosas, la normativa, los propios centros, pero muchas veces
no tenemos la formación para hacerlas, y te sientes súper solo. Al final, buscándote la vida,
echando más horas de las que tienes, investigando en tu casa, apuntándote a formación, pidiendo
ayuda a compañeros.
Extract 3. English.
O: What are the main differences between teaching content in the student's first language and
teaching the same content in the second language?
T3: It’s important to carefully select the content so it is appropriate, that it lends itself to being
taught in English, not too specialized, and put up units that are easy, that are not too hard for
them. For example, we shouldn’t take topics from the Social Sciences that are too abstract to be
taught in English.
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We select the easiest content, as it takes much longer to teach them content in English [than in
Spanish], you have to repeat things many times and go to the basics.
Extract 3. Spanish.
O: ¿Cuáles son las principales diferencias entre enseñar contenido en la primera lengua del
alumno y enseñar el mismo contenido en una segunda lengua?
T3: Pues yo creo que lo primero hay que seleccionar muy bien el tipo de contenido para que sea
apropiado, que se preste, que sea algo más visual, que no sea muy técnico, sobre todo aquí que
estamos empezando un poco de cero, y montar cosas que sean fáciles que no les cueste mucho.
No ir a lo más difícil, pues por ejemplo, cuestiones de ciencias sociales o tal, que es demasiado
abstracto para darlo en inglés.
Seleccionamos contenidos más sencillos. Y luego la diferencia es que tardas muchísimo más en
enseñarles las cosas que si fuese, tienes que repetir las cosas muchas veces, tienes que ir a lo
básico.
Extract 4. English.
O: How do you prepare your CLIL classes?
T3: I keep in mind that the best way for them to practice the language is with oral practice, but
one thing is that they understand it and a different one is that they speak. What is difficult is for
them to make sentences, so I try to keep this in mind.
Extract 4. Spanish.
O: ¿Cómo te preparas tus clases de CLIL?
T3: Sí, yo tengo presente que lo suyo es que ellos practiquen el idioma, a nivel oral, pero claro,
una cosa es que ellos comprendan y otra cosa es que ellos produzcan. Lo que cuesta es que ellos
produzcan las frases, ¿no? Entonces eso es lo que, procuro tenerlo presente,
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Extract 5. English
O: How do you integrate content and language in your classes? / Do you use any
techniques/strategies to integrate content and language in your Science classes?
T3: We barely work on any linguistic [content]; we only try to make sure they understand. For
instance, when we work with flashcards, […] I insist on the structure of the question. In L1,
however, we do more written work, both reading and writing, because they are more capable [in
L1 than in L2]; let’s say we go in depth into the topic more [in L1 than in L2].
Extract 5. Spanish
O: ¿Cómo integras contenido y lengua en tus clases? ¿Utilizas alguna técnica concreta?
T3: Lo lingüístico que trabajamos suele ser bastante poco, pero intentando asegurar que ellos lo
comprendan, pero... Técnica en sí, la verdad que no sé. Por ejemplo, cuando vamos ahí a la
alfombra y vemos las flashcards, pues que repitan la pregunta y asegurar que comprenden un
poco lo que están hablando. Al principio es muy repetitivo, pero se trata de que ellos
comprendan lo que están preguntando.
Extract 6. English
O: How do you assess the amount of resources available for CLIL teachers?
T3: There are many things on the Internet, but you have to search for them, because sometimes
you find something that you like for your students but the level is not appropriate for them. You
have to find [the resources] and also make them.
Extract 6. Spanish
O: ¿Cómo valoras la cantidad de recursos que hay disponibles para profesores de CLIL?
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T3: En internet, bueno, hay cosas, hay muchas cosas, pero hay que buscarlas, porque claro a
veces encuentras una cosa que dices, buah esto me encanta, dices tú jo, es que es demasiado
difícil, es que para mis niños es muy fácil. … pero claro, tienes que buscarlas y encontrarlas, y
luego elaborarlas también.
Extract 7. English
O: When/ In which situations do you use Spanish in your Science classes? How often do you use
it?
T2: I try to use English as much as I can, but in some cases I have to use Spanish, as for
example, with students with learning difficulties who are not understanding your explanations,
not even with my gestures or with peer-assistance. In those instances, I use Spanish. And also
when I have to tell them off, or because they are not paying attention, then I switch to Spanish. I
think in these instances, it is necessary. I think that for students with learning needs, who don’t
know what to do, not even with the help of their peers or other techniques, it is more beneficial
to teach them in Spanish. Also, I believe it’s more effective to tell them off in Spanish. But
everything else, in English.
Extract 7. Spanish
O: ¿En qué situaciones utilizas español en tus clases de Science? ¿Con qué frecuencia lo utilizas?
T3: Em, procuro utilizar el inglés lo más que puedo, pero claro, con alumnos con muchas
dificultades que no están entendiendo las instrucciones, ni con gestos, ni viendo lo que está
haciendo el de al lado, ni nada, llega un momento que ya, en español. También cuando tengo que
reñirles, cuando llega el momento que no están haciendo caso, no tal, en español.
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Extract 8. English
O: How would you describe your teaching methodology and the teaching strategies you use in
your Science classes?
T3: Trying to make things somehow fun [for learners], very visual, foster cooperative learning,
and practice diversity outreach. I want them to participate; lessons may be expository at the
beginning, but then I like them to do things, participate and interact with other students.
Extract 8. Spanish
O: ¿Cómo describirías tu metodología de enseñanza y las estrategias que utilizas en tus clases?
T3: Intentamos que las cosas sean un poco lúdicas, visuales, fomentar que el trabajo cooperativo,
que se ayuden en los equipos, y bueno atender a los que vemos que van teniendo dificultades y
demás. … Son clases que pueden ser más expositivas al principio, pero luego que ellos hagan las
cosas, que participen y que interactúen un poco entre ellos.
Extract 9. English
O: How do you assess yourself as a CLIL teacher and your teaching process?
T3: I do what I can with the training I have and the resources I have access to, and the time I can
dedicate to it. It is obvious things can always be done better and it’s always difficult because it’s
not your mother tongue. I think I do what I can.
Extract 9. Spanish
O: ¿Cómo evalúas tu trabajo como profesor CLIL, y cómo evalúas tu proceso de enseñanza?
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T3: Yo creo que hago lo que buenamente puedo, con la formación que tengo y con los recursos
que tengo, y el tiempo que puedo dedicar. Siempre se pueden hacer las cosas mejor, esto está
claro, y siempre es difícil, bueno, claro, no es tu lengua materna.
Syllabus
Extract 1. English. Students will learn to distinguish vertebrate from invertebrate
animals. They will learn the groups of animals that form each typology, giving examples of each
one and describing their characteristics. Furthermore, they will reflect on the importance of
taking care of pets. These learning objectives will be completed with the reading of a text about
the danger that certain human behaviors mean for animals, and making a final project to identify
an animal based on its footprints.
Extract 1. English. Los estudiantes aprenderán a distinguir vertebrados de los animales
invertebrados. Aprenderán los grupos o animales que forman cada tipología, dando ejemplos de
cada uno y describiendo sus características. Además, reflexionarán sobre la importancia de
cuidar de las mascotas. Estos objetivos de aprendizaje se completarán con la lectura de un texto
sobre el peligro que ciertos comportamientos humanos producen en los animales, y hacienda un
Proyecto final para identificar a un animal basándonos en sus huellas.
Teacher 4
!
Interviews
Extract 1. English.
O: Have you received any training in CLIL?
T4: […] The first two years were really hard for me. I hadn’t had any training and they told me:
“Here, teach CLIL.” The publisher’s salesperson ignored us and simply gave us the materials,
and from time to time he would send us an email. But I wanted him to come and give us a
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training course, but he abandoned us. Actually, their textbook at the time was a mere Google
translation from the Spanish textbook, with really long chunks of text. Nothing to do with their
textbooks now, which are very visual. On the contrary, they went from too much [text] to almost
nothing. So, obviously, we had to adapt [the textbook], with the additional effort it implies being
your first time teaching CLIL.
Extract 1. Spanish.
O: ¿Has recibido formación en CLIL?
T4: […] Los dos primeros años yo lo pasé muy mal. De hecho me acuerdo del nombre y apellido
del de la editorial, porque nos dejó vendidos. Yo tuve hasta discusiones con el equipo directivo,
porque digo esto que me habéis hecho. Lo que te he dicho que no he recibido formación. Venga,
da bilingüismo. Tal cual. Y si me lo llevan a decir ahora, con 10 años más. Pequé igual de
echarle demasiadas ganas. Pero la editorial se desentendió por completo. Y sí, sí, mandándole
correos, en plan, yo puedo ser muy seco. Mandando copia a su jefe. Y al final vino y se disculpo.
No conmigo, sino con el equipo directivo. No, no, yo no lo quiero ni ver. Nos dio el material y
de vez en cuando mandaba un correo. Vino una vez y yo digo, no, yo no quiero que me des una
clases que me digas como dabas clase. Yo quiero que me des un curso, porque sí, tengo recursos
y hablo razonadamente bien inglés, y esto quieras que no, no es para nivel Advanced, es preparar
mucho contenido, pero yo lo quiero hacer bien. Yo tengo currículo profesional, me gusta hacer
las cosas razonadamente bien, lo mejor que puedo. Y después nos dejó vendidos. Y de hecho, los
libros que tenían eran un Google Translate del español. Unos párrafos así, nada que ver con el de
ahora, que ya es todo visual. Al contrario, han pasado de mucho a prácticamente nada. Pero eso
era excesivo a todas luces. Y claro, eso te exigía, no sólo adaptarlo sino que tenías que ir con
pliego. Y encima con el esfuerzo añadido que es la primera vez, que es nuevo.
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Extract 2. English.
O: How would you describe CLIL teaching and bilingual education?
T4: [CLIL] deals with the methods, contents and theories relative to that subject, regardless of
the language in which it is taught. I do not assess the linguistic competence [of students] but the
degree to which they have acquired the content knowledge. That is, if at any given time they give
their answer in Spanish and it is a correct answer, that is acceptable.
Extract 2. Spanish.
O: ¿Cómo describirías la enseñanza CLIL en la educación bilingüe?
T4: Pues se trata de los procedimientos, contenidos y actitudes relativos a esa asignatura,
independientemente del idioma en el que lo des. Me explico. Lo que yo evalúo no es el grado de
competencia lingúística sino el grado de conocimiento de los contenidos. Es decir. En un
momento dado si en una prueba oral o en una pregunta, me responde en español y la respuesta es
correcta, seria correcto.
Extract 3. English.
O: How do you support language learning in content classes? Which techniques do you use?
T4: I don’t do anything in particular. At the beginning I used to focus on the listening too much
and they were lost. So I decided not to do it anymore; I would use the English class for that. A
very high percentage of my instruction is in Spanish because content is what concerns me.
Extract 3. Spanish.
O: ¿Cómo favoreces el aprendizaje del idioma en las clases de contenido?
T4: Y tampoco hago nada especial, eh. Salvo eso, para mejorar el inglés, no. Porque igual lo
hacía al principio, me centraba mucho en el Listening y les perdía. Y dije, no, para eso voy a
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utilizar Inglés, para que vean ellos el cambio, un poco. Porque hay un elevado porcentaje de mi
clase, enseñanza, que es en lengua española, porque lo me interesa es el contenido.
Extract 4. English.
O: How do you integrate content and language in your classes? / Do you use any
techniques/strategies to integrate content and language in your Science classes?
T4: An important tool for me is using flashcards, so they can see the spelling of the word. I also
play the sound either from the interactive textbook or from Google translator, because many
mistakes draw from the learners’ lack of awareness of the pronunciation of the word, so they
pronounce it as it is read in Spanish.
Extract 4. Spanish.
O: ¿Cómo integras contenido y lengua en tus clases? ¿Utilizas alguna técnica concreta?
T4: Para mí una herramienta importante son las flashcards. No sé si sirve como herramienta.
Tanto las flashcards para que vean como se escribe y les pongo el sonido, si no aparece la
lección, lo buscamos en el translator de Google, entonces para que vean, porque muchas de las
equivocaciones viene dado de que no saben, de que pronuncian como leen
Extract 5. English.
O: When/ In which situations do you use Spanish in your Science classes? How often do you use
it?
T4: I use Spanish whenever I need it to explain a concept. If you want a percentage, I think it is
around 50%. In the first year {teaching CLIL] it was nearly 90% of English, and for many years
I used 75 English, 25 Spanish, but I realized I was still leaving many students behind. So in the
last two years I went down even more and I’m still leaving students behind, so I wonder is it me?
Is the percentage of English-Spanish used irrelevant? Or is it just this group? So, as my objective
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is that content is understood, I go down to Spanish when there are content concepts that I
specially want them to learn, or at least I want to give them an explanation so I can go home
saying, okay, I did the right thing.
O: Do you consider it necessary?
T4: I considered [the use of L1] necessary. Maybe someone with better proficiency has more
instruments or more ability, more vocabulary or a better way with [English] words [than I do] to
explain the same things and connect with the kids, but given my personal characteristics and
situation, I find it necessary [to use Spanish]
Extract 5. Spanish.
O: ¿En qué situaciones utilizas español en tus clases de Science? ¿Con qué frecuencia lo utilizas?
T4: Siempre y cuando la explicación lo necesite. Si quieres poner un porcentaje yo no sé, al
cincuenta cincuenta no llega yo creo que sesenta cuarenta ahora mismo o por ahí más o menos
no sé cómo lo habrás notado tú pero. O por ahí sí, puede ser cincuenta cincuenta eh?
Perfectamente. Ya te digo el primer año igual era, no el noventa pero rozándolo. y he estado
muchos años de setenta y cinco veinticinco. Me he dado cuenta que aún así seguía perdiendo.
Ahora llevo dos años haciendo la inflexión. He bajado todavía más y sigo perdiendo gente, digo
soy yo? es que da igual el porcentaje de inglés español? o es que es coyuntural de este grupo?
Entonces voy a esperar otro curso con ellos y volveré a reflexionar sobre ello. El hecho de que
utilice la lengua española en mis clases de CLIL, viene dado porque mi objetivo es que se
entienda el contenido, y si para ello he de hablar en chino mandarín o hacer tacografía pues es lo
que toca. Pero lo más sencillo es hacerlo. cuando hay contenidos que yo quiero que
especialmente queden aprendidos o por lo menos explicados por lo menos irme a casa diciendo
vale he hecho lo correcto, bajo al español.
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O: ¿Lo consideras necesario?
T4: Sí. Por lo menos para (…). Igual alguien con más nivel tiene más armas o más capacidad de, más vocabulario o más facilidad de palabra para explicar las mismas cosas y entrar en el mundo
de los niños pero por mi casuística personal yo sí lo considero necesario.
Extract 6. English.
O: What types of assessment do you use with your students in class? [e.g. formal, informal,
initial, on-going, final, formative, summative, on-spot checking, etc.].
T4: I try to take a general look at their [work]. Lately, I also value the progress of each learner.
That is, a student who has been going to private English classes since he was three and does not
do his work in class or is uninterested in the course will have a lower grade than another student
who has a lower proficiency in English than he does but had a constant evolution in class.
Extract 6. Spanish.
O: ¿Qué tipos de evaluación utilizas en tus clases (formal/informal, inicial, formativa, sumativa,
etc.)?
T4: Echo un vistazo general. Y de un tiempo para acá, además de hacer la evaluación continua,
lo que sí valoro mucho es el grado de evolución que ha tenido. Es decir, un niño que vaya a
particular desde los 3 años y que me pronuncie muy bien si en clase está haciendo el tarín y no
me responde ningún ejercicio y pasa de todo, pues tendrá menos nota que aquel que igual habla
menos inglés que él, pero ha habido una evolución constante.
Syllabus
Extract 1. English. A methodology based on observation and discovery, where teacher is
a mediator in the teaching-learning process. It is also based on experimentation with materials
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and observation of the environment. The aim of this methodology is to attain meaningful
learning, which is achieved when learners are able to relate new content to their existing
knowledge. Learners are at the center of the teaching-learning process, so their different learning
styles and paces must be considered.
Extract 1. Spanish. Es una metodología centrada en la observación y en el
descubrimiento, donde el profesor es un mediador en este proceso de enseñanza-aprendizaje. Se
basa en la experimentación también de los materiales y la observación del entorno … La
metodología se utiliza para conseguir un aprendizaje significativo, que se consigue cuando los
alumnos son capaces de relacionar los nuevos contenidos con los conocimientos que ya posee.
Los alumnos son lo más importante dentro del proceso enseñanza-aprendizaje por lo que hay que
tener en cuenta los diferentes ritmos y estilos de aprendizaje de los mismos.
Extract 2. English. [The teacher] must modify or adapt the content or the methodology,
so all learners could achieve the set objectives. In the same way, [the teacher] must provide
extension activities to those learners who are more capable or receptive than others. The
adaptations will focus on time and learning pace; individualize methodology; strengthen learning
strategies; assessment adapted to the learner’s needs […]
Extract 2. Spanish. Debemos modificar o adaptar los contenidos o la metodología para
que todos los alumnos puedan alcanzar los objetivos establecidos. De la misma manera, debemos
ofrecer actividades de ampliación para aquellos alumnos más capaces o receptivos. … Las
adaptaciones se centrarán en el tiempo y ritmo de aprendizaje; en la metodología más
personalizada; reforzar las técnicas de aprendizaje; mejorar los procedimientos, hábitos y
actitudes; aumentar la atención orientadora; enriquecimiento curricular; y por último en las
evaluaciones adaptadas a las necesidades de los alumnos.
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Appendix D
Consent Letter
Dear teacher,
You are being invited to participate in this research study entitled Content and Language
Integrated Learning Teacher’s Competences. A Case Study of Teacher Instructional Practices in
Cantabria (Spain). Your volunteer participation in this research study will enable you among the
group of four anticipated participants, who are CLIL teachers and will help the researcher to
successfully complete her research on the above-cited topic.
My name is Patricia Bárcena-Toyos, a graduate student at the University of Memphis,
Department of English, being guided in this research by Professor Dr. Teresa Dalle, Department
of English at the University of Memphis. There may be other people on the research team
assisting at different times during the study.
The purpose of this study is to determine how successful CLIL’s implementation is in bilingual
elementary schools in Cantabria (Spain) by examining CLIL teachers’ instructional practices.
Additionally, the study attempts to learn whether CLIL teachers’ training in this approach impact
their instructional practices.
Research Procedure
You will participate in two oral interviews with the researcher and on classroom observations.
During the first interview, I will ask you questions about your demographics, your educational
and professional backgrounds, your proficiency level in English, and your attitudes to
professional development. The second part of the study will consist on classroom observations of
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your teaching practices. Observations will be evaluated using the Sheltered Instructional
Observation Protocol (SIOP), which includes 30 observable items to be scored from 0 to 4. You
will have a copy of the SIOP as well as a detailed description of the protocol. I will observe
lessons of a content subject that you are teaching in English (e.g., Science, Arts, Social Studies,
etc.). After all observations have been finished, I will perform another interview that will focus
on your instructional practices. You will also have the opportunity to add any comments or
suggestions about anything related with the study. Interviews will be performed in Spanish,
which is also the researcher’s first language. Finally, I will request access to the syllabus of the
course I observed, and which you have previously designed, for analysis and comparison with
the data gathered in the observations and the interviews.
Your sole participation in this research study is based on your voluntary consent as a participant.
Alternatives
You have the alternative to choose not to participate in this research study. You have the right to
decide not to participate in this study at any point during any designated research activities or
withdraw from the study at any time.
Risks or Discomfort
This research is considered to be minimal risk. That means that the risks associated with this
study are the same as what you face every day. There are not known additional risks to those
who take part in this study.
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Confidentiality
I must keep your study records as confidential as possible. However, certain people may need to
see your information. By law, anyone who looks at your personal information must keep it
completely confidential. The only people who will be allowed to see this information are: the
researcher, her advisor, and her research committee members. More importantly, I may publish
what we learn from this study. If I do so, I will not let anyone know your name. I will not publish
anything else that would let people know who you are.
Voluntary Participation / Withdrawal
You should only take part in this study if you want to volunteer. You should not feel that there is
any pressure to take part in the study. You are free to participate in this research or withdraw at
any time. Your decision to participate or not participate will not affect your teacher status in the
educational district.
Questions and Concerns
For any concerns and queries with regard to this research study, please let me know via email at
pbrcntys@memphis.edu or if you have any questions about your rights as a research subject,
contact the Administrator for the Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human
Subjects via email at irb@memphis.edu You can also contact Dr. Teresa Dalle, the advisor for
this study via email at tsdalle@memphis.edu
Please note that all the data collected for this study will be kept locked under the strict
supervision of the researcher in a personal locked file cabinet. The electronic data will be kept in
a password-protected computer and the researcher will not leave her computer or drive(s)
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unattended.
By signing this form, you acknowledge that you understand the nature of the study, the potential
risks to you (if any) as a participant, and the means by which your identity will be kept
confidential. Your signature on this form also indicates that you are 18 years old or older, and
that you give your permission to voluntarily serve as a participant in the study described.
Thank you for volunteering and I appreciate your efforts for sparing time for this research study.
Sincerely,
Patricia Bárcena Toyos,
Graduate student, Applied Linguistics, University of Memphis, TN, USA
_____________________________________________________________________________
Printed name of person agreeing to take part in the study

Date

_____________________________________________________________________________!
Signature of person agreeing to take part in the study

Date

_____________________________________________________________________________
Name of [authorized] person obtaining informed consent
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